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Abstract 
A Study of communal prejudice in relation to locus of 
control, security-insecurity and prolonged deprivation among 
students. 
The present study was undertaken to investigate (1) the 
effect of the type of religion on communal prejudice i.e. to 
what extent Hindus and Muslims differ in communal .prejudice, 
(ii) the effect of the type of orientation on communai 
prejudice i.e. what extent internally oriented and externally 
oriented subjects differ in communal prejudice; (iii) the 
effect of prolonged deprivation on communal prejudice i.e. to 
what extent deprived and non-deprived subjects differ in 
communal prejudice, (iv) the effect of security-insecurity on 
communal prejudice, i.e. to what extent secure and insecure 
subjects differ in communal prejudice and (v) the 
interactional effects between two or more than two variables 
on communal prejudice. 
A 2x2x2x2 factorial design, in which three personality 
variahicn (i.e. Icouo of controJ, proJoiujod cicpi i vat ion nnci 
security-insecurity) and one sociological variable (i.e. 
religion), each varying in two ways, was used. The thicc 
personality variables i.e. locus of control, prolonged 
deprivation and security-insecurity were varied in two ways 
by selecting (a) internally oriented and (b) externally 
oriented subjects; (a) deprived and (b) non-deprivod 
subjects; and (a) secure and (b) insecure subjects 
respectively. The two types of religion were (a) Hinduism and 
(b) Islam. Thus there wee 16 groups of subjects namely.. 
internal secure non-deprived Hindu, external secure non-
deprived Hindu, internal insecure non-deprived niiulu, 
external insecure non-deprived Hindu, internal secure 
deprived Hindu, external secure deprived Hindu, interna] 
insecure deprived Hindu, external insecure deprived Hindu, 
internal secure non-deprived Muslim, external secure non-
deprived Muslim, internal insecure non-deprived Muslim-
external insecure non-deprived muslims, internal secure 
deprived Muslim, external secure deprived Muslim, internal 
insecure deprived Muslim and external insecure deprived 
Muslim. Each group consisted of 25 subjects. In order to 
form above mentioned 16 groups of subjects, Hindi version of 
Rottor I-E scale was administered on 600 (300 Muslims and 300 
Hindus) subjects. On the basis of their scores, two extreme 
groups namely internally oriented and externally oriented 
were formed. Each group, then, was subdivided on the basis ui 
religion to iorin four groups. Hindi version oi the adapted 
form of Maslow (1952) security-insecurity test was 
administered on these four groups of subjects. On the basis 
of their scores on Maslow's security-insecurity test, each 
group was further divided into two groups to form eight 
groups of subjects. Prolonged deprivation scale, developed 
and standardized by Misra and Tripathi (1977) was 
administered on these eight groups of subjects. On the basis 
of their scores on prolonged deprivation scale, each group 
was further sub-divided into two groups to form 16 groups 
mentioned above. 
Prejudice scale, developed by Qaiiiat Jahan, Bhardwaj aiul 
Saeeduzzafar (1986), was administered on all the 16 groups of 
subjects. The data thus obtained were tabulated group wise 
and were analyzed with the help of analysis of variance. 
The results clearly revealed that (i) Hindus and Muslim 
did not differ with respect to prejudice (ii) internaJly 
oriented and externally oriented did not differ with respect 
to prejudice; (iii) deprived subjects were more prejudiced 
than non-deprived subjects; (iv) secure subjects were less 
prejudiced than insecure subjects; and (v) all the 
interactional effects except three were statistically 
insignificant. Different alternative explanations of the 
findings were offered. 
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INTRODUCTION 
INTRODUCTION 
After independence different parts of the country have 
witnessed the occurrence of communal riots. These riots have 
not only taken numerous innocent lives, damaged national and 
private properties but also have brought a bad name to the 
country. Such type of ugly occurrences remain a threat to 
international relations and weaken national integration. 
Consequently, politicians as well as social scientists are 
leaving no stone unturned in their efforts to identify the 
causes of communal riots and to suggests ways and means to 
control them. Though, social scientists and politicians are 
working on different lines but they, at least, agree on one 
contributing factor that is prejudice. 
Indian societies have always been in the grip of 
different types of social prejudices. The most prevalent 
among them are religious, regional, caste and linguistic 
prejudice. The religious prejudice is one of the most 
prevalent type of prejudice among different communities, 
particularly between Hindus and Muslims tliat creates 
antagonism, conflicts and violence. 
Prejudice is very important aspect of intergroup 
relations and the study of inter group relations has become a 
major scientific enterprise of the day. 
The word prejudice, derived from the Latin word 
prejudicium, has, like most words, undergone a change of 
meaning since classical times. There are three stages in the 
transformation which are as follows: 
(1) To the ancient, Prejudicium meant 'precedent' a 
judgement based on previous decision and experience. 
(2) Later, the term in English, acquired the meaning oi 
judgement formed before due examination and 
consideration of the facts - a premature or hasty 
judgement. 
(3) Finally, the term also acquired emotional flavour of 
favourableness or unfavourableness, that accompanicc 
such a prior and unsupported judgement. 
Prejudice is defined as a composite of stereotype, 
myths and legends in which a group, a label or symbol is used 
to classify, characterize, and define an individual or group 
considered as a totality (Kimball Young, 1948). 
In 1950 Ackerman and Jahoda observed: "Prejudice is a 
pattern of hostility in interpersonal relations whicli is 
directed against an entire group, or against its individual 
member, it fulfills some specific irrational function for its 
bearer". The Operational meanings of prejudice have been 
given in the Webster's New Twentieth Century Dictionary 
(1965) which can be summarized as "a sort of prior 
unfavourable judgement or opinion of the members of a race or 
religious or the occupants of any other significant social 
role (towards the member of another social group) held in 
disregard of facts that contradict it". 
It is important to note that the term prejudice is 
defined differently by different psychologists. Tliey have not 
reached on any consensus on the definition of prejudice. Some 
researchers like McDonagh and Richards (1953); Ogburn (1929); 
Rose (1965) ; Young (1942) , while emphasizing cognitive 
aspects of prejudice, defined it as preconceived judgements 
towards persons, beliefs or objects. Allport (1954), Simpson 
and Xinger (1965), on the other hand, emphasized affective 
component of prejudice in their definition. Thus, they 
defined prejudice as an emotional, rigid attitude ... toward 
a group of people. Still other researchers like Hartley 
(1946), Merton (1949), Murphy and Likert (1938), Myrdal 
(1944), Schuman and Harding (1963) and Williajns (1947) 
stressed the importance of conative component of prejudice in 
their definition. Thus, these researchers defined prejudice 
as a pattern of discrimination, intolerance and hostility in 
inter group relations which is directed against the members 
of target group. The above mentioned deixiij.i-j.ons of prejudice 
are incomplete in the sense that these definitions do not 
cover all the three components of prejudice. Prejudice is 
neither prejudgements nor negative stereotypes, nor feelings 
of hostility and discrimination but is a tendency to all 
these. 
After a criticaJ anaJynit; of variour; lit-l i ni I i (;mi ol 
prejudice, Harding, Proshansky, Kutner and Chein (1969) have 
advanced a definition of prejudice. According to them 
prejudice is "a failure of rationality or a failure of 
justice or a failure of human heartedness in an individuals 
attitude towards members of another ethnic group. 
The most consistent point of agreement in various 
definitions of prejudice is that it is a sort of negative 
attitude towards a particular group or its members. Thus, 
Khan and Singh (1979), have commented: 
"Prejudice is a negative attitude formed in the 
individual without proper rationality, justice or tolerance 
toward a socially defined group and toward any person 
perceived to be a member of that group". 
A careful perusal of various explanations of prejudice 
reveals the fact that the prejudices are widely held complex 
phenomena which are learned in courr.e of life, arc functionaJ 
in character for the individual and are multicausally 
determined. A large number of theories have been advanced to 
provide adequate explanation of prejudice. However, following 
Ashmore (1970), the different theoretical explanations of 
prejudice may be classified into two categories on the basis 
of their level of analysis - societal and individual level. 
As far as the analysis at societal level is concerned, it has 
advanced two theories of prejudice, (a) Economic exploitation 
theory and (b) Realistic group conflict theory. 
Economic exploitation theory asserts that prejudices 
are the product of economic exploitation of the minority 
groups by the majority groups. This exploitation, inturn, 
enhances conflict between the two groups. As a matter of fact 
economic competition is one of the chief sources of inter-
group conflict. In our economic and social set up, the 
attitudes of dominant group toward the sub-ordinate one have 
usually been friendly so long as the system of economic 
relation was not challenged, but the attitudes become hostile 
whenever, the subordinate group attempted to improve its 
position. Realistic group conflict theory, on the other hand, 
advocates the importance of actual or perceived nature of 
intergroup relations in the development of prejudice. Thus 
Secord and Backman (1964), have observed: "The character of 
existing relations between intergroup and outgroup generates 
attitude toward the out group that are consonant with these 
relationship". It has been generally observed that whenever 
the members of one group perceived the members of the other 
qroup with distrust and hostility, intnrqroup conflict r. 
originates. Prejudices in Indian situation, for example, 
emerged due to the conflicts between the Hindus and Muslims 
during the partitions of our country (Murphy, 1953). 
In order to make this theory more explanatory social 
scientists have divided intergroup conflict into different 
types. For instances Rose (1956) suggested that there are 
three types of intergroup conflicts (a) Political (b) 
Ideological and (c) Racist. According to him political 
conflict (e.g. Capitalist Vs Socialists) is for scares 
political, economic and geographic resources. Ideological 
conflict (e.g. Hindus - Muslims conflicts) originates due to 
differences in ways of living or differences in cultural or 
religious ideology. Finally, racist conflict (e.g. tribals Vs 
Non-tribals or White Vs Negroes) is the product of struggle 
for biological dominance. 
The analysis of prejudice at individual * level has 
produced two families of theories (a) Symptoms theories and 
(b) Socio-cultural theory. 
Under Symptom theories, we have scapegoat theory of 
prejudice and authoritarian personality theory. Scapegoat 
theory of prejudice is based on Frued's concept of hostility 
displacement and Bollard's Frustration aggression hypothesis. 
According to this theory frustration leads to aggression 
which is inhibited and displaced on to some out-group in the 
form of prejudice. Bettelheim and Janowitz (1950, 1964), who 
were strong proponent of this theory, explained prejudice as 
a displaced hostility in response to "feelings of deprivation 
and downward social mobility". The other symptom theory i.e. 
the authoritarian personality theory viewed prejudice as the 
manifestation of basic flaws in personality structure. The 
theory argues that the prejudice, a generalized form of 
attitude, develops in particular type of personalities which 
are characterized by rigid adherence to conventional values, 
admiration for power and toughness, generalized hostility 
etc. Adorno et al. (1950) believe that highly, prejudiced 
persons manifest more rigid personality organization, greater 
conventionality in their values, more difficulty in accepting 
socially deviant impulses as part of the self, a greater 
tendency to externalize these impulses by means of projection 
and more inclination to be power oriented in their personal 
relationships. 
Another theory of prejudice, generated by the analysis 
at individual level, is socio-cultura] theory. The theory in 
based on socio-cultural learning process (Maclver,1948; Long, 
1951; Harden, 1952; Sarnoff and Katz, 1954; Pettigrew, 1959). 
According to socio-cultural theory. Prejudice is an attitude 
which is learned more or less directly as one interacts with 
his social environment. Long (1951), for instance, is of the 
view that prejudice is "derived througti extcrnaJ and cuJturaJ 
sources and acquired through role learning without ego 
motivation". 
The study of prejudice, particularly that of religious 
prejudice in India, is very important because of our national 
ideals of secularism and democracy. Indian societies are 
plagued with the problems of religious prejudice, resulting 
into frequent out break of communal riots between Hindus and 
Muslims. Hence, the study of religious prejudice constitutes 
one of the most sacred duties for the Indian Social 
Scientists. When one looks at the world scene it becomes 
crystal clear that the whole world is surrounded by tension 
and social conflicts^some parts of the world are witnessing 
racial conflicts, other parts are facing linguistic conflicts 
and still other parts of the world are witnessing the out-
bursts of communal riots. It has, therefore, become 
increasingly necessary to investigate into the personality 
organization of the individuals which helps in the 
development of prejudice - the major source of all conflicts 
and violence in them. Consequently, studies on prejudice have 
achieved a central place in the entire domain of social 
psychology. A number of studies (Luchins, 1950; Campbell and 
McCandles, 1951; Block and Block 1951; Evans, 1952; Scodcl 
and Mussen, 1953; Scott and Patchen, 1961; and Diab, 1961) 
have focussed their attention on exploring the association 
between prejudice and authoritarism and other personality 
variables. 
Theoretically prejudice is an important mark of 
personality. As Allport (1954) comments "A person acts with 
prejudice in a first instance because he perceives it in a 
certain way. But he perceives it in a certain way partly 
because his personality is what it is". These comments of 
Allport suggest that personality variables may contribute 
significantly in the development of prejudice. For that 
matter a highly significant question is why does a person 
develop prejudice and the other does not? There is obviously 
something within the individuals that predisposes them to 
develop prejudice. For instance, anxiety ridden person is 
likely to develop prejudice by attributing the cause of his 
anxiety to some persons or a group. Individuals with higher 
levels of anxiety display higher levels of prejudice than 
non-anxious individuals. Rokeach (1960) found that anxiety 
manifestations were more among prejudiced or close minded 
IC 
persons than among non-prejudiced persons. In an extensive 
study, Siegal (1954) found that the anxious type of persons 
are more susceptible to develop prejudice than non-anxious 
persons . 
As coitimented by Allport (1954) anxiety is a diffused 
irrational fear, it is not directed to an appropriate target 
and not controlled by self insight: spreads through out the 
life and strains the individuals social relationship. It puts 
the individual on alert and predisposes hini to see other 
person or group as menacing. There is substantial amount of 
evidence to suggest tliat developiuent ol such iiiationui leui 
depends on how the individual interprets his experiences and 
how he interprets the causes of his experiences. If the 
individual perceives the events, whether positive or 
negative, as being a consequence of his own actions and which 
are under his personal control then he is not likely to 
develop irrational fear or anxiety. If a person, on the other 
hand, perceives positive or negative events as being 
unrelated to his own behaviour rather attributes the 
vicissitudes of existence to fate, luck, behaviour of others, 
or environmental factors, he is more likely to develop 
irrational fear or anxiety. 
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The first type of individuals are known as "internally 
oriented" individuals while the latter type of individuals 
are considered as "externally oriented" individuals (Rotter, 
1966). While developing social learning theory. Rotter (1966) 
coined the term Internal - External locus of control. 
According to l^iini individuals having an internal locuo ol 
control subscribe to the view that individuals ability and 
effort and the reliance upon one's internal sources are the 
major determinants of experiences. In contrast, individuals 
having external locus of control are inclined to attribute 
their experiences to fate, luck, behaviour of others, 
environmental factors, in brief, forces external to 
themselves. 
The best theoretical statement introducing the 
expectancy of control construct was given by Rotter (1966) in 
his review of researchers on locus of control. "A 
reinforcement, according to him, acts to strengthen an 
expectancy that particular behaviour or event will be 
followed by the reinforcement in the future once an 
expectancy for such a behaviour - reinforcement sequence is 
built up, tlic faiJuro of Lho rcinforceiiuMit. Lo occur will 
reduce or extinguish the expectancy. It follows as a general 
hypothesis that when the reinforcement is seen as not 
contingent upon the subjects own behaviour, its occurrence 
1/1 
will not increase an expectancy as much as when it is seen as 
contingent. Conversely/ its non-occurrence will not reduce 
any expectancy so much as when it is seen QS contingent. It 
seems likely that, depending upon the individuals history of 
reinforcement, individuals would differ in the degree to 
which they attribute reinforcement to their own actions". 
Expectancies generalize from a specific situation to a 
series of situations which are perceived as related or 
similar. These generalized expectancies will result in 
characteristic differences in behaviour in a situation 
culturally categorized as chance versus skill determined, and 
they may act to produce individual differences within a 
specific condition. 
Locus of control developed within the frame work of 
Rotter's (1954, 1966) social learning theory, has been the 
focus of considerable research interest in recent years.?' A 
number of investigators have reported that externally 
oriented individuals are more anxious than internally 
oriented individuals (Hountras and Scharf, 1970; Handler and 
Watson 1966; Watson, 1967; Phares, 1976. Other researchers 
studied locus of control in relation to certain aspects of 
social behaviour. Thus, Sadowaski and Wenzel (1982) found 
that externally oriented subjects were more hostile and 
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aggressive than internally oriented subjects. Silverman and 
Shrauger (1971) reported that internals' attraction toward 
other increased as they perceived others to be less 
selfcentered. Doherty and Ryder (1979) found positive 
association between internality and interpersonal trust. 
Brannigan, Leslie and Loprete (1977) and Marshall 
(1979) studied the relationship between locus of control and 
psychological adjustment. They found that belief in chance 
control is positively related to maladjustment, while 
internality is noncontributory. 
Morelli and Morelli (1979) obtained significant 
correlations between irrational beliefs and locus of control. 
Irrationality was found most consistently to be related to 
the belief that powerful others are in control of one's life. 
Levenson and Miller (1976) observed that those who presumably 
had encountered much prejudice, misunderstanding, and unfair 
treatment, the saliency of powerful others would be quite 
predominant.* Levenson and Mahler (1975) found that persons 
who felt that they were controlled by powerful others 
perceived others as untrustworthy. Ubbink and Sadava (1974), 
on the other hand, studied relationship between locus of 
control and helping behaviour. They found that internally 
oriented subjects showed more helping behaviour than 
externally oriented subjects. 
•14 
The above discussion reveals that locus of control as a 
personality variable influences certain social behaviour. 
More specifically, it has been demonstrated that externally 
oriented subjects are more anxious, more hostile and 
aggressive, more suspicious, maladjusted, have irrational 
beliefs, have less tendency to help others as compared to 
internally oriented uubjectu.) Tlieue cliat ucLet ititicu ul 
externally oriented subjects suggest that they should be more 
prone to develop communal prejudice than internally oriented 
subjects, since it has been observed that prejudiced persons 
are more anxious, hostile, aggressive, maladjusted, 
suspicious and have poor interpersonal relationship than 
non-prejudiced individuals. It is, therefore, reasonable to 
assume that there should be a relationship between locus of 
control and communal prejudice. More specifically, it is 
hypothesized that externally oriented individuals should be 
more prejudiced than internally oriented. In the best 
knowledge of the present investigator no attempt has been 
made so far to study communal prejudice as related to locus 
of control. The present study aims at filling up this gap. 
An important consideration which also influenced the 
thinking of the present investigator to undertake the present 
research is the substantial body of evidence to suggest a 
correlation between prejudice and feelings of security-
insecurity. 
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According to Maslow (1942) , the security feelings are 
Syndrome. In other words, the term security is a generalized 
label for many more specific feelings which overlap and 
interwins and which are all functions of the another. The 
word security or insecurity is intended as a label for this 
peculiar aspects of wholeness that may be discerned in the 
multiplicity of particular symptoms with which the concept is 
used with psychological flavour. 
The concept of security-insecurity is classified into 
two kinds. Objective or Social Security and Subjective or 
Psychic Security. These two states, though closely inter-
related, are not inter-dependent. Social security implies the 
provision of bodily needs, satisfactory social contacts and a 
stable social order. Subjective or Psychic security, on the 
other hand, may be defined as mental eocenctis or stabiJily 
and it may exist despite the substantial lack of almost every 
thing that constitutes a secure environment. Conversely, 
subjective insecurity implies unsatisfactory social contacts 
and lack of satisfaction of bodily needs and unstable social 
order. Subjective or psychic insecurity denotes mental 
discomfort or mental instability. 
The examination of numerous specific characteristics of 
insecure individuals together v?ith all the other observations 
1G 
and clinical data available reveals that inuecure peinonf; 
perceive the world as a threatening jungle and most human 
beings as dangerous and selfish. They feel rejected and 
isolated. They are generally anxious, hostile and pessimistic 
and unhappy. They show signs of tension and conflict, tend to 
turn inward, are troubled by guilt feelings. They have one or 
other disturbance of selfesteem. They tend to be or actually 
are neurotic ar^ d are generally ego centric or selfish. 
Moreover, while discussing the dynamic reactions of insecure 
individuals, Maslow observed: (1) insecure individuals always 
have a continued, never dying longing for security, (2) show 
revenge reactions, i.e. they hate every one aYid develop 
antagonistic attitude towards other, (3) show attack 
reactions i.e. they attack upon the situations which bring 
about the insecurity. This attack may be literal, e.g., a 
physical attack upon a person or it may be more general, c. cj, 
social radicalism to change the factors in society that briny 
about insecurity. 
The foregoing discussion reveals that insecure 
individuals have such personality characteristics that may 
make them suspectible to develop prejudiced attitudes. Thus 
numerous researches conducted abroad have found positive 
correlation between prejudice and personal insecurity (Gouqh, 
1951a; 1951b; 1951c; Morse and Allport, 1952; Miller and 
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Ducjelski, 1948; Lindzey, 1950; Fichback and Cinycr, ]9^)7). 
According to these researchers, pcrcons with feeling of 
insecurity tend to develop prejudice more than those who have 
a feeling of security. As the review of literature reveals no 
such study has been conducted in India. The present research, 
therefore, attempt to explore how feelings of security-
inoocurity are related to prejudice in Indian Dociety. 
An important consideration which also influenced the 
thinking of the present investigator to carry out the present 
research is the observation made by Cowen, Landis and Schact 
(1959). They commented that subjective feelings of 
deprivation were more indicative of intense level of 
prejudice than the actual experience of objective 
deprivation. Though their observation may be debat;able but it 
certainly reveals that deprivation may contribute in the 
development of prejudice. Moreover, deprived persons are 
those who could not have the opportunities for the fulfilment 
of their biogenic and sociogenic needs. There is substantial 
amount of evidence to suggest that such persons (i.e. 
deprived persons) are likely to develop feelings of 
insecurity that leads to the development of prejudiced 
attitude. 
Deprivation means a felt loss, loss of privileges, 
opportunities, material goods, resulting lack or 
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insufficiency of the basic necessities for healthy living. It 
is apparent that deprivation stands for certain deficiencies 
in the environment which are not only there but are also 
experienced as such by the individual. In practical 
consideration, the consequences of deprivation involved both 
the effects of lack as well as loss of factors believed to be 
helpful and essential for the growth and adjustment of the 
organism in the environment. 
Generally speaking, deprivation is a state of organism 
or environment. If deprivation is a state of organism, it 
refers to a condition which is responsible for the Jack or 
loss of fulfilment of needs and desires of the organism and 
leads to tissue deficits. It may be assumed that tissue 
deficit is a noxious state and derives the organism to take 
appropriate steps to reduce it. Under this category would 
fall food/nutrition, water, sex and sleep deprivation. The 
locus of deprivation, on the other hand, may also be 
environmental. The environmental deprivation refers to 
poorness of environment that leads to environmental deficit 
in terms of level of living conditions (e.g. housing, 
employment, education etc.) or in terms of the absence of 
objects and persons (e.g. parents) which should be present in 
the normal course of life. More often than not, the two types 
of deprivation are treated as belonging to mutually exclusive 
u 
sets and no effort is made to relate appropriate variables in 
these realms or even to see how they influence psychological 
process in interaction with each other. 
In psychology, deprivation has been frequently used as 
an explanatory construct as well as an empirical variable to 
account for a variety of behavioural characteristics observed 
in controlled laboratory studies as well as studies in 
natural life settings. In laboratory setting, firstly, 
deprivation has been used by animal psychologists as a source 
of motivation. Secondly, it has been used to a variety of 
experimental operations in which organisms are subjected to 
some kind of reduction in sensory input or motor output or 
both. In natural life settings, we come across a number of 
experimental dimensions along which members of society are 
scattered and enjoy different types and amounts of 
experiences. 
In this way, we find that different researchers have 
given a variety of meaning, operations and classification of 
deprivation. Different researchers are depending upon their 
approach and inclination. It is employed interchangeable with 
other terms like sensory deprivation (Donald Hebb, 1949); 
parental deprivation (Yarrow, 1961); effective deprivation 
(Gerwirtz, 1961); disadvantage (Havighurst, 1964; Gordon, 
1968); environmental deprivation (Deutsch, 1965); medical 
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deprivation (Suchman, 1966); economic deprivation (Symmonds, 
1968); education deprivation (Getzels, 1969); cultural 
deprivation (Kogan, 1970; Wight et al. 1970; Rath and Daah, 
1972); social deprivation (Rankin 1970; Tulking, 1972); 
social pathology (Coleman, 1971); psychological deprivation 
(Langmeier, 1972); emotional deprivation (Stott, 1974); 
relative deprivation (Crosby, 1976) ; social disadvantage 
(Sinha, 1976; Singh 1978); culturally different (Mercer & 
Lewis, 1977); poverty (Schwarzeller, 1969; Willbur, 1973; 
Furham, 1982) . Any one of these terms can be used to 
represent an aspect of deprivation but single term cannot 
measure all the aspects of the deprivation. The term 
deprivation has been used in several ways by researchers to 
denote deficient environmental conditions and impoverished 
experiences along different dimensions. However, tlie 
referents of deprivation are not clearly defined and in 
majority of the studies only specific aspects of deprivation 
have been arbitrarily considered while in actual life 
conditions various aspects of deprivation occur jointly. 
Apart from these shortcomings in the conceptualization 
of deprivation as delineated above, there are other 
objections which may be raised here. First, of all some of 
these definitions such as those by Hunt (1964); Wright et al. 
(1970); Das (1973) and Rath (1975) are circular and 
consequents are confused with antecedents. Secondly, most of 
the definitions have taken rather a very narrow view of this 
term and have treated them in more gross-manner than the term 
deserves to be treated. Thirdly, researchers have been quite 
arbitrary while selecting the areas of deprivation. As a 
consequence the coverage of deprivation as a phenomenon is 
not adequate for the purposes of understanding the nature of 
deprivation as well as its functional significance. Fourthly, 
there is considerable variation in theoretical orientation of 
researchers. Some of the conceptions are put forward in the 
light of single theory while others have followed multiple 
theoretical approaches. As a result of theoretical variations 
and ambiguity in its meaning, the various concepts of 
deprivation function at different levels of abstraction. 
The foregoing consideration makes it clear that the 
concept of deprivation requires reconceptualization. It 
appears that a theoretically sound and functionally 
significant view would be possible if one takes into account 
organismic functioning as revealed by psychological studies. 
From existing psychological studies, it is apparent that the 
organism inherently reacts to stimuli of the environment. 
However, as commented by Misra and Tripathi (1977) "the 
sensory equipment present at birth through which experiences 
are derived from the environment is neither fully developed 
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nor adequate for providing necessary experiences which are 
pre-requisites of sound adjustive reactions. Instead, 
individuals' efficiency for fulfledged and adequate 
experiences is an outgrowth of the active interplay between 
the organism and his environment. In such interplay, sensory 
information input derived from, and motor output directed to 
the environment in which organism is naturally placed 
determines the extent to which an individual becomes 
efficient in his adjustive reactions. Sensory input 
associated with motor reactions forms the starting core of 
acquisition of adjustive skills. In absence of adequate 
sensory input base, adjustive reactions would not develop 
properly. 
In the light of these observations made by Misra and 
Tripathi (1977) , it is reasonable to argue that deprivation 
should be defined in relation to experiences derived from the 
environment. Confining it to membership of class, caste and 
culture not only confuses the problem but also lead to 
erroneous conclusions. With this line of thinking, Tripathi 
and Misra (1977) proposed the concept of prolonged 
deprivation that include most of the significant aspects of 
human life in which deprivation has been recognised as a 
phenomenon and can be measured. 
Thus, the concept of prolonged deprivation was 
initially used by Tripathi and Misra (1977). According to 
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them, prolonged deprivation is a multi-dimensional psycho-
social construct embracing a wide range of environmental and 
organismic variables and refer to dispossession or loss of 
privileges, opportunities, material goods and like relatively 
for a long period. Langmeier et al. (1968) and Nurcombe 
(1970) have defined prolonged deprivation as a lack of 
fulfilment of desires or insufficient satisfaction of the 
basic necessities for a prolonged period. While developing a 
standardized scale to measure the prolonged deprivation, 
Misra and Tripathi (1977) have identified 15 components or 
areas of prolonged deprivation namely (1) Housing condition 
(2) Home environm.ent (3) Economic sufficiency (4) Food (5) 
Clothing (6) Formal educational experiences (7) Childhood 
experiences (8) Rearing experiences (9) Parental 
characteristics (10) Interaction with parents (11) 
Motivational experiences (12) Emotional experiences (13) 
Religious experiences (14) Travelling and recreation and (15) 
Miscellaneous socio-cultural experiences. 
Thus, the scale identified the various areas of life in 
which easily identifiable variations in experiential input 
occurs in Indian social conditions. When we look at the 
numerosity and complexity of experiences which people derive 
from physical, social and psychological environment, it 
becomes clear that the members of particular social group or 
community are not subjected to identical interactions with 
identical intensity and extent, nor live in identical 
habitat. In fact, socio-cu]tural life in any setting can be 
conceptualized as a continuum at one end of which lie those 
who have all the physical, social, economic and other 
facilities for the fulfilment of their biogenic as well as 
sociogenic needs leading to varied experiences in life, while 
on the other end lie those who are materialistically, 
socially and psychologically handicapped for fulfilment of 
these needs and acquisition of diverse experiences. The 
persons lying on the first end of socio-cultural continuum 
are considered as non-deprived persons and those on the other 
end are deprived persons. 
During the past three decades there has been tremendous 
spurt in psychological research on culturally deprived, 
impoverished communities and social groups in the United 
States of America {Wentch,1960; Hess and Shipman, 1965; Vera 
John, 1963; Keller, 1963); in Latin American countries 
(Lewis, 1965), in Czechoslovakia (Matezeck and Langmeier, 
1965), and in Mexico (Lewis, 1961). These studies have been 
initiated as a consequence of growing awareness that there is 
is a pressing need for improving the lot of deprived people 
on one hand, and an an outcome of qrowinc) curionily ninoiuj 
social scientists of understanding the effect of deprivation-
al environment on behavioural and social processes. Thus 
researchers like Bander (1944), Bander and Yernell (1941), 
Goldfarb (1943a, 1945b, 1949) and Lov/rey (1940) found that 
institutionalized individuals were unable to establish close 
warm personal relationnhip. 
In India, several attempts have been made to study the 
relationship between various types of deprivation and 
personality traits. For instance, Mohanti (1967) investigated 
the relationship between socio-economic factor and anxiety 
and hostility. He found that socio-economically deprived 
subjects were more anxious and hostile than their 
counterparts, i.e. non-deprived subjects. Comparing six 
groups on measures of neuroticism and insecurity, Rath 
(1974b) found higher incidents of neuroticism among low caste 
groups than in upper caste groups. Further more lower caste 
groups manifested greater sense of insecurity than upper 
caste group. Tripathi and Misra (1976) examined the effect of 
prolonged deprivation on some cognitive procccECG. Thoy 
observed that deprivation experienced by the individual in 
various spheres of life restricts the growth of cognitive 
skill. Thus they found negative relationship between 
deprivation and cognitive efficiency. Tiwari and Misra (1977) 
explored the developmental pattern of achievement motive in 
relation to prolonyed deprivation. They £ound that liiyti 
deprived group of subjects showed significantly higher 
anxiety and achievement than low deprived group of subjects. 
Sinha and Misra (1980), on the other hand, have observed that 
deprived subjects manifest high degree of anxiety, 
neuroticism, insecurity and maladjustment. They are also 
found to be more rigid, conforming, alienated and less 
extrovert. Similarly Misra (1982) investigated the 
motivational structure as related to different degrees of 
experiential deprivation and observed that the magnitude of 
anxiety increased with deprivation level. Khan (1982) 
attempted to explore the effect of parental deprivation on 
personality adjustment. Among numerous findings, the inouL 
important finding was the effect of parental deprivation on 
adjustment. Deprived subjects were found maJadjuntcd wheroaf. 
non-deprived were found adjusted subjects. Somewhat recently, 
Narender and Tripathi (1983) studied the differential 
influence of prolonged deprivation, approval motive and locus 
of control reinforcement on dependence. They found that low 
deprived subjects showed more field independence than highly 
deprived subjects. Moreover, internally oriented subjectB 
were found field dependent whereas externally oriented 
subjects were field independent. 
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The under-privileged and deprived groups have also been 
viewed as having passive orientation, and more inclined to 
believe that external forces and agencies exclusively control 
the rewards they receive, which is reflected in negative 
relationship between socio-economic status and external locus 
of control. Thus, it has been found that high caste children 
are more internal and Harijan children are more external in 
attribution of failure in academic situations (Das and Panda, 
1971; Sinha, 1980). In general, these and numerous other 
findings suggest that the personality characteristics of 
deprived and non-deprived group differ in some aspects. 
The foregoing discussion reveals that deprived 
individuals develop such personality characteristics as 
anxiety, hostility, neuroticism, maladjustment, external 
orientation and a sense of insecurity. Since it has been 
observed that individual having these personality 
characteristics are more prone to develop communal prejudice, 
it is reasonable to assume that deprived individuals should 
be more susceptible to develop communal prejudice, than non-
deprived individuals. More specifically, it is hypothesized 
that prolonged deprivation should contribute in the 
development of communal prejudice. The present research is 
also designed to test this assumption. 
In short the present research is undertaken to study 
communal prejudice in relation to locus of control, feelings 
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of security-insecurity and prolonged deprivation. The 
findings of the present study would not only provide us 
useful information about communal prejudice but would also 
help us to suggest certain ways and means by which communal 
prejudice may be reduced if not completely eliminated. As a 
matter of fact communal prejudice is not only a serious 
obstacle in the national development and in the advancement 
of nation but also remains a threat to national integration. 
The findings of the present resoarch, thoroforo, may Ix^  
useful in removing such obstacles and hence may contribute in 
the speedy development of the nation as well as in enhancing 
national integration. 
Cbpter-ir 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
REVIEW OF STUDIES 
As mentioned in the preceding chapter, the present 
investigation is designed to study communal prejudice in 
relation to locun of control, nccurity-innccurity ami 
prolonged deprivation among Hindu and Muslims youths. In this 
chapter, we shall review some of the relevant studies which 
bear directly or indirectly to the problem. The chapter is 
divided into two sections. Section-I deals with socio-
psychological correlates of prejudice whereas Section-II is 
concerned with the personality correlates of prejudice. 
SECTION-I 
Various researches have examined the role of religious 
affiliation in the development of prejudice. The findings 
are, however, not consistent. Thus researchers like Allport 
and Kramer (1946), Parry (1949), Dottclhoim and Janowitz 
(1950), Clock and Stark (1946), Merton (1940), Goldsen et. 
al. (1960) and Lenski (1961) have reported catholic's to be 
most prejudiced against Negros; the jews and people with no 
religious affiliation least prejudiced and the protestant 
occupying the middle position. These findings were not 
confirmed by Mackenzie (1948) and Rosenblith (1949). 
Moreover, other investigators like Adorno et. al. (1950), 
Campbell (1947) and Harlon (1942) have found no differences 
between Catholics and protestants on their prejudices against 
jews. 
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Stoufer (1955) demonstrated that among a representative 
sample of American Church members, those who had attended 
Church within the past month were more intolerant of non-
conformists (such as socialists, atheists or communists) than 
those who had not attended it. It appeared that on the 
average religious people showed more intolerance in general 
not only towards ethnic but also toward ideological groups. 
However, 'J'riandis and 'I'rainciin (19G0) ohnorvcd thol 
ethnic prejudice was highest among catholics, next among 
protestants and lowest among jews. Bium and Mann (1960) 
discovered that students associated with religious clubs were 
more anti-semetics than those who were not associated with 
such clubs. Not withstanding these researches; there are few 
studies that have reported contradictory results. In one 
study, significant positive correlation was obtained between 
pre-religious attitudes and liberal racial attitudes (Liu, 
1961). Natraj (1962) observed that Hindus and Jains showed 
more conservative socio-economic attitude than the MuslimG. 
Allport and Ross (1967) found that religious people were, by 
an large, more prejudiced than non-religious people. They 
maintained that the relationship between religiosity and 
prejudice is curvilinear. Regular and devout church attenders 
tended to bo less prejudiced than non-attending members, who 
in turn, appeared to be less prejudiced than average church 
goers. Evans (1952), Siegman (1962), Stormmen (1963) and 
Allen (1965) , however found significantly negative 
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correlation between religiosity and prejudice. 
The contradictory findings on the relationship of 
religiosity and prejudice might be due to the facts that most 
of the studies had not taken into account such factors like 
education, sex, religious affiliation, social class etc, 
which might have produced an effect on their relationships. 
Thus, Allport and Ross (1967) demonstration that the 
relationship between religiosity and prejudice war. influenced 
by education. 
The rosoarchec comparing the rciigiouc groupu in tlie 
Indian context have also yielded inconsistent results. Many 
investigators have reported that Muslims, as compared to 
Hindus, have more prejudices and traditional socio-political 
attitudes (Adinarayan, 1953; Choudhary, 1958; Hassan & Singh, 
1973; Hassan 1975; 1978; Enayatullah, 1980 & Singh 1980). In 
their famous study of Riots, Rourkela, Chatterjee et. al, 
(1967) compared attitudes and prejudices of Hindus, Muslims 
and Tribals, and found that despite the gruesome experiences 
undergone by the Muslim community there was no evidence of 
communal mistrust among Muslims for either non-Muslims in 
general or different types of groups based on language, 
religion, culture or political afiiJiations . However, while 
studying prejudices among Hindus and Muslims, Hasan (1974) 
found that Muslim subjects had more religious, caste, and sex 
prejudice than the comparable Hindu subjects. The findings of 
Hassan's study also revealed that Muslim subjects -showed a 
higher sense of religiosity than the Hindu-subjects. 
w. 
In recent years, there have been a few studies which 
demonstrated differences between religious groups. Singh 
(1979), for example, in his study of the development of 
rolicjioun identity nnd projudico in Hindu, MunJimn iuuJ r.ikii 
children, found that the development of religious identity 
was earlier in the Muslims and Sikh children than in the 
Hindus.It v/as also observed that the levels of prejudice in 
Muslim and Sikh children were much higher than those of 
Hindus. 
Singh (1980) compared Hindus, Muslims, TribaJs Hindu 
and Christians on various dimensions of prejudice and 
attitude in relation to some important socio-psychological 
variables. The different religious and ethnic groups were 
ranked on their mean prejudice scores. The result revealed 
that Muslims were the most prejudiced, the tribal Christian 
and Hindus the least prejudiced. Hassan et.al. (1976-77), 
however, found no differences in anti-Hindu attitudes of 
Christians and non-Christians tribals. 
Khan (1979) studied- the relationship between 
religiosity and prejudice. The aim of this study was to 
examine the differ onccs between perr.on's af filiated to 
different religious groups and the impact of the intensity of 
their faith in religions on their religious prejudices. He 
hypothesized that there would be significant differences 
between Hindu and Muslim subjects with regard to both the 
degree of religiosity and extent of religious prejudice in 
them; the muslims were expected to score higher on both the 
variables than their Hindu counterparts and there _ would be 
high positive correlation between the religiosity scores and 
the religious prejudice scores of the Hindus and the Muslims 
subjects. 
The sample of this study consisted of 110 Hindus and 75 
Muslims graduates engaged in different professions in Gaya 
and Ranchi towns. They all came from upper-middle and lower-
upper socio-economic status groups. The age of the subjects 
ranged from 24 years to 47 years (average age = 31.5 years) 
keeping in view the requirements of the author's main survey 
on the impact of parents on the developments of religious 
prejudice in children, the purposive sampling technique v.-ac 
used to draw the sample. 
Religious prejudice scale as developed by Singh and 
Khan (1975), Religiosity scale as developed by Bhushan 
(1970), were administered on the sample. The data were 
analysed by using two type of statistical tochnicjucs. 
The first type of analysis was done to test the 
significance of difference between the Hindu subjects and the 
Muslim nubjocts with regard to both rolicjionity and rcOigioui; 
prejudice. For this purpose 't' ratio was calculated. He 
found that there existed a significant difference between 
Hindus and Muslims with regard to both religiosity and 
religious prejudice. Muslim subjects were found to be moio 
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religious than the Hindus on religiosity scale. Tliesc 
findings were explained in t-he light of Islamic teaching that 
require strict adherence to religious duties like Roza 
(Fasting), Naitiaz (Prayer), Haj (Pilgrimage), Zakat 
(Obligatory religious tax) etc. Every Muslim is essentially 
required to perform these duties. This make a Muslim more 
religious than the people of other religions. The relatively 
greater degree of religious prejudice in Muslims than the 
Hindus was attributed to the facts of minority status of the 
muslims as well as greater degree of religiosity in them. 
Another type of statistical analysis was done to 
examine the nature of relationship between religiosity and 
religious prejudice. For this purpose coefficient of correla-
tion was calculated. The results indicated that there existed 
a high degree of positive relationship between the two fac-
tors. In other words, a person who was more religious might 
be expected to be more prejudiced to the people of other 
religious group and vice-versa. 
There are a number of studies reporting positive 
correlation between parental prejudices and those of children 
(Frankel, Brunswik and Sanford, 1945; Radke, Trager and 
Davis, 1949, Bird et. al., 1952; Radke, Yarrow, Trager and 
Miller, 1952; Frankel, Brunswik and Havel, 1953; Masher and 
Scodes, 1960; Anisfeld et. al. 1963; Goodman 1964; Epstein 
and Komorita, 1966a; Troll et. al. 1969). Other studies 
indicating the similarity between the attitudes of parents 
and children are provided by Harowitz and Harowitz (1938), 
AllporL and Ktamer (1946), WeiLman and Keiiiineis (1946); 
Reniiners and Weltman (1947), RoGcnblith (1949), Gouyh et. al. 
(1950), Compbel] and his aBsociates (]954), Hynian (1959), 
Lewin (1961), Dodge and Vyeki (1962); Lone and Scares (1967), 
Jennings and Nieme (1968), Seares (1969), Vyas (1973), Hassan 
(1974, 1977), Khan (1980); Rai (1980); Singh (1980) and 
Hassan (1983). 
Vyas (1973) studied the development of religious, 
caste, class and linguistic prejudice in Hindu, Muslim and 
CliiioLian chiJdron of 3 to U ycarti oi ugo. Ilei aim viau lo 
study the influence of various socio-psychological factors, 
liko age, sex, religion, cacto, socio-economic olatuo, etc. 
on the learning of concepts and respective prejudices among 
children. She also attempted to study the role of parental 
attitudes and behavioural practices in the learning of 
prejudices among the children. She found that some socio-
psychological factors as well as parental influences had an 
impact on the acquisition of prejudices in children. 
Khan (1977) attempted to explore the factors related to 
the origin and development of religious prejudice in Indian 
children. More specifically, the study was designed to 
investigate the role of certain socio-psychological factors 
in the development of religious identity and prejudice among 
the children. The factors selected for examination were: (a) 
age, sex, religion and school's set up (b) parental 
characteristics, namely authoritarianism, religiosity. 
roJiyiour. prejudice and attitude concoinimj chiJd reariiicj 
practices. The main hypothesis of the study were as foJilowE: 
(1) There would be significant difference between the 
children of different age levels with regard to the 
development of religious identity and prejudice to them, 
showing an upward trend with the increase in their age level. 
(2) There would be significant positive correlation between 
the development of religious identity and religious 
prejudices among children at each age level. 
(3) The development of reliyiouG identity and prejucJice 
would bo frifitoi jn reiiialo children th.iii in iiuilc eliildjen. 
(4) The development of religious identity and prejudice 
would be faster in Muslim children than in Hindu children. 
(5) This hypothesis had two parts; (a) The development of 
religious identity would be earlier in children attending 
integrated schooJ than in children attending segregated 
schools (b) The development of religious prejudice would be 
more in degree in children attending segregated schools than 
in children attending integrated schools. 
(6) The development of religious identity and prejudice in 
the children would bear a positive correlation with their 
parents' authoritarianism. 
(7) The development of religious identity and prejudice in 
the children would bear a positive correlation with their 
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parents' religious prejudice. 
(0) 'J'he clcvclopiiiont of roJicjiouc IdenLiLy and prejudice-
would bear a positive correlation with their parents' 
domineering attitudes concerning child rearing practices. 
(9) The development of religious prejudice and identity in 
children would bear a positive correlation with their parents 
possessive attitudes concerning child rearing practices. 
(10) The development of religious identity and prejudice in 
the children would bear a negative prejudice in the chiildren 
would bear a negative correlation with their parents ignoring 
attitudes concerning child-rearing practices. 
A sample of school-going Hindu and Muslim boys and 
girls ranging in age from 4 years to 9 years was selected for 
this study. Parents of these children were educated. They 
were service holders and their monthly income ranged from Rs. 
400/- to Rs. 1000/-. All the children were from Gaya town 
attending two integrated (in which at least 25% children of 
other religious communities were also enrolled) and four 
segregated (in which more than 95?, children of only onf 
religious community were enrolled) schools. 
Altogether 286 Hindu and Muslim children of both the 
sexes were interviewed. The interviews were conducted by 
using the Doll-picture interview schedule and the responses 
of the children to the questions of the schedule were 
recorded therein. 
For the purposes of examining the influence of parental 
characteristics on the development of religious identity and 
prejudice in their children, certain characteristics of the 
parents (both fathers and mothers) of the children were also 
studied with the help of the tests namely California F-Scale 
developed by Bhushan (1970), Religious prejudice scale, 
developed by Singh and Khan (1975) and parental attitude 
survey adopted in Hindi by Sinha (1970) . Altogether fathers 
of 265 children (171 Hindus and 94 Muslims) ond Mothers of 
241 children (155 Hindus and 86 Muslims) were tested. The 
responses of parents towards the item of those tests were 
converted into scores according to the scoring schemes of the 
tests. These scores were later put to appropriate statistical 
analysis. 
The results revealed that age and religion of the 
children played specific role in the developntent of religious 
identity and prejudice in them. But the role of sex in the 
development of RI (Religious Identity) and RP (Religious 
prejudice) in the children did not appear to be important. 
The set up of the school of the children played a specific 
role in the development of RI but its role in the development 
of RP could not be determined. 
Moreover, it was found that development of religious 
identity in children was positively related with the 
religiosity and religious prejudice of their parents. 
Similarly, the development of religious prejudice in children 
tended to be correlated positively with their parent's 
author itdt ianisrii, religious prejudice and llieir domineeiincj 
attitudes concerning child rearing practices. 
In a recent study, Hassan (1983) examined the role of 
parents in the developments of child's prejudice by comparing 
children of four parental categories namely, prejudiced 
parents, unprejudiced parents, prejudiced father/unprejudiced 
mother and prejudiced mother/unprejudiced father. 
A stratified random sample of 800 parents, (400 pairs) 
and their tenth and eleventh grades school children were 
selected from Ranchi and Dhanbad district of Bihar. 
Prejudices and parental behaviour were measured by 
specifically developed scales. The stratification was baced 
on religion (Hindu/Muslim) and sex (Male/Female). 
Religious, caste, and sex prejudices were measured by 
Likert type four sub-scales. Hassan (1983) found that parents 
tended to produce definite effects on the development of 
children's prejudice as was evident from the fact that 
children whose parents were prejudiced had highest degree of 
prejudices, and were brought up under strict and 
authoritarian parental discipline. Conversely, children 
having unprejudiced patentu were Joaut pr f jutli ced . lluwevet , 
he found no differential impact of father's and mother's 
prejudice on their male child but female child tended to bo 
influenced by the prejudiced mother. 
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Several investigators have also indicated the relation-
ship between parental discipline and prejudice. Murphy (1953) 
observed that prejudice in India may be associated with child 
rearing practices that are most typically characterized by 
emphasis on dependence and obedience to authority, early 
freedom from frustration leading to the absence of habits 
controlling aggression and lack of encouragement for group 
planning and thinking. 
Carstairs (1957) found differences in child rearing 
practices and family patterns between castes and felt that 
these differences influenced the deeper core of personality 
and attitudes. Kaliprasad (1964), Koestler (1940) and Taylor 
(1948) have commented that Indian society is basically an 
authoritarian society characterized by hierarchical caste 
structure and joint family system. In an Indian family, 
children are exposed to non-permissive and authoritarian 
parental discipline which possibly gives rise to prejudice in 
thorn. In throe separate studies, Hassan (2974, ]975, J977) 
found that prejudiced children were brought up under 
authoritarian child rearing practices, whereas 'unprejudiced' 
children were brought up under permissive child rearing 
practices. Singh (1900) found that authoritarian child 
rearing practices were associated with high prejudices in 
Hindu, Muslim, and Christian school students. EnayatulJali 
(1980) found similar results in Hindu, Muslim and Christian 
College students. Rai (1980) in her comparative study of 
"prejudiced" and "unprejudiced" Hindu female children and 
their parents, found that authoritarian and restrictive child 
rearing practices as opposed to permissive and friendly ones 
were associated with prejudices. Khan (1980) also found more 
or less similar results. These and other numerous studies 
have established that there is positive relationship botwcen 
authoritarianism and prejudice. 
There have been few studies on the relative inf]uence 
of socio-psychological correlates of prejudice. In their 
study on riots, Chatterjee et. al. (1967) observed that the 
deeply rooted psychological factors and particular sociai 
climates were the most important causes for the communal 
conflicts. Similarly, the study of Singh (1967) demonstrated 
that high and low tension individual differ on certain 
psychological characteristics but he did not attempt to 
examine the relative influence of sociological and 
psychological variables on prejudice. There is, however, oru' 
Indian research which makes a comparative evaluation of 
Psychological and Sociological correlates of prejudice (Singh 
and Hassan, 1976).The researchers observed that out of the 
three sociological variables namely, religious affiliations, 
caste status and urban rural origin, only religious 
affiliation was acsociated with prejudice. But on the oLhct 
hand both the psychological variables, namely, anxiety and 
authoritarianism wore highly correlated with tnejudice. 
However, Hassan (1976-77) undertook an extensive study 
to investigate into some important Sociological and 
Psychological correlates of prejudice. The main objective of 
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this study were: (1) to study the relative influence of 
sociological correlates of prejudice; (ii) To study the 
personality correlates of prejudice; (iii) To study the 
relative influence of sociological and personality correlator, 
of prejudice and (iv) To test the generality of prejudice. 
Religious affiliation (Hindu/Muslim); Caste status (Upper/ 
lower and urban rural origins) were the sociological 
correlates whereas anxiety and authoritarianism were the 
personality correlates covered by the study. Three 
dimensions of social prejudice, namely religious, caste and 
sex were taken into consideration. Moreover, religion 
information, allied attitudes, (religiosity and belief in 
caste system) and social stereotypes (religious, caste and 
sex), were also utudled. 
h stratified random sample of 320 college students was 
taken from college of Ranchi and Jamshedpur. Stratification 
of the sample was done on the basis of religious affiliation, 
caste status and rural urban origin. There were eight groups 
namely, upper caste Hindu urban origin lower caste Hindu 
urban origin upper caste Hindu rural origin, lower caste 
Hindu rural origin, upper caste Muslim urban origin, lower 
caste Muslim urban origin upper caste Muslim rural origin and 
lower caste Muslim rural origin. There were 40 subjects in 
each group. All the eight group were equivalent in all 
rcGpecLtJ. Tlie quest i oiuuij reu aclminl r.Loi ed on Llic uainpJe loi 
collection of data included prejudice scale consisting of 
three sub-scales religious, caste and sex prejudice scaJcs; 
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Religious information Scale, Religiosity Scale; Belief in 
caste syctcni scale; Stereotypes scale consisting of an 
adjective check list to measures religious, caste and sex 
stereotypes; Sinha's anxiety scale and a modified and adapted 
version of California F-Scale to measure authoritarianism. 
The main findings of this study were as follows: 
(i) The muslims were found to be more prejudiced than 
Hindus and also had a higher degree of religiosity and belief 
in caste system. They had also higher, though not 
significant, degree of anxiety and authoritarianism. 
(ii) Significant negative correlation between prejudice and 
religious information was found. 
(iii) Personality variables (e.g. onxioty and authoij-
tarianism) were found to be more powerfully correlated with 
prejudice than sociological variables (e.g. 'religious 
affiliation, caste status, and urban rural origin). 
Both anxiety and authoritarianism were positively 
correlated with prejudice whereas only religious affiliation, 
among sociological variables had a significant positive 
correlation with prejudice. 
(iv) Prejudice appeared as an expression of personality. The 
three dimensions of prejudice namely "religiosity", caste 
system, anxiety and authoritarianism were positively 
correlated. 
4.^. 
SECTION-II 
However, investigators have reported that other factors 
are more related to prejudice than authoritarianism. Srole 
(1956) administered on a sample of 401 white adults, a scale 
consisting of 15 items; five in order to study their racial 
and religious prejudice, five questions in revised form of 
the F-Scale to measure authoritarianism, and five questions 
I (J iiicaourc fcolincj of aiioniic (tho f.cniu' of inolalitMi J i om 
others). Srole (1956) found that the correlation between 
anomio and prejudice wan .35 when the effect of 
authoritarianism was held constant; and the correlation 
between authoritarianism and prejudice was .12 when the 
effect of anomie was controlled. The investigator _ concluded 
that anomie was more related with prejudice than was 
authoritarianism. This finding, however, could not be 
substantiated by other studies. 
RobortG and Rokcach (3956) found a correlation of .IS 
between authoritarianism and ethnocentrism when anomie was 
held constant, and a correlation of .37 between anomie and 
ethnocentrism when authoritarianism was controlled. 
As mentioned above, Hassan (1976-77) found that, though 
not statistically significant, the muslim had a higher degree 
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of anxiety and authoritarianism than the HinduG. Their higher 
levels of anxiety could very well reflect their socio-
economical and political insecurity, particularly because the 
sample had been taken from Ranchi and Jamshedpur with recent 
memories of communal riots. The general tendencies of this 
research indicated the importance of perosnality variables in 
prejudice. It may, therefore, be concluded that personality 
variables are more related to prejudice than the sociological 
variables. 
On the basis of his findings, Hassan argued that 
anxiety is the most powerful correlate of prejudice. Many 
researches revealed that more anxious individuals displayed 
higher levels of prejudice than less anxious subjects. 
Rokeach (1960) found that his close minded or prejudiced 
subjects were more anxious. Siegal (1954) administered the 
F-Scale and the Taylor's Manifest Anxiety Scale. He found 
that subjects higher in authoritarianism also tended to be 
high in anxiety. This shows that anxious people are more 
susceptible to develop prejudice. Cooper (1956) found that 
subjects high in authoritarianism expressed more anxiety than 
those who were low in authoritarianism. Altus and Tefejian 
(1953) observed more anxiety, obsessive - compulsive traits 
and Paranoid tendencies among groups scoring high in ethnic 
prejudice. Some studies conducted in India also reported a 
strong positive correlation between anxiety and prejudice 
(Chatter jeo et. al. 1972a; Sinha and Hasr.an, 1975, 197H; 
Singh and Hassan, 1976; Enayatuallah 1980) . 
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Many studies have demonstrated that high prejudiced 
individua]n have a greater tendency to dinpJaco ' houLiJiLy 
than unprejudiced individuals and prejudiced individuals are 
more susceptible to frustration (Raper, 1933; lleuland and 
Seares, 1940; Cantril, 1941; Pettigrew and Cramer 1959). 
Several psycho-analytically oriented authors like Diown 
(1942), Fenichel (1946), Sterba (1947), Ackerman and Jahoda 
(1950) , Bettelheim and Janowitz (1950) have stressed the role 
of displaced aggression in prejudice. Wright (1945) and Cohen 
and Murphy (1966) have reported that displaced aggression 
plays a very important role in the growth of prejudice. 
In an experimental study, Berkowitz (1959) found that 
anti-semetic college girls, when subjected to frustraticni 
tended to displace their aggression towards their lualer.. 
Further supporting evidences that prejudiced individuals 
tended to show greater hostility after frustration were 
provided by Berkowitz (1961), Weather (1961) and Berkowitz 
and Green (1962) . Similarly, there are studies to indicate 
that prejudiced individuals as compared to non-prejudiced 
ones are more easily frustrated. In a study, Lindzey (1950) 
selected 10 prejudiced and 10 non-prejudiced subjects and 
subjected them to the frustration, manipulated 
experimentally. Lindzey (1950) found prejudiced subjects mote 
frustrated than non-prejudiced subjects. Silverman and 
Kleiman (1967) found that prejudiced subjects scored higher 
on measures of frustration and response deviance than non-
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prejudiced subjects. Many investigators have observed 
positive correlation between prejudice and frustration 
(Allport and Kramer, 1946; Morse, 1947; Rosenblith, 1949; 
Bettelhiem and Janowitz, 1950 and Gough 1951). 
A number of studie reviewed above have shown that 
prejudiced persons are significantly high in anxiety, 
depression, aggression, frustration, and display higher level 
of hostility than non-prejudiced persons. Thus individuals 
with higher levels of anxiety, depression, aggression, 
frustration and hostility display higher level of prejudice. 
Anxiety, as observed by Allport (1954), is a diffused 
irrational fear. 
There is substantial body of evidence to suggest that 
development of such irrational fear depends on how the 
individual interprets his experiences. If the individual 
perceives the events, whether positive or negative, as being 
a consequence of his own actions and which are under his 
personal control then he is not likely to develop irrational 
fear or anxiety. If a person, on the other hand, perceives 
positive or negative events as being unrelated to his own 
behaviour rather attributes the vicissitudes of existence to 
fate, luck, behaviour of others or environmental factors, he 
is more likely to develop irrational fear or anxiety. The 
first type of individuals are known as internally 
orientedindividuals, while the later type of individuals are 
considered as externally oriented individuals (Rotter 1966). 
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Thus, in the following paragraphs, we shall review some of 
the studies that will bring out direct or indirect 
relationship between prejudice and locus of control. 
David Watson (1967) studied relationship between locus 
of control and anxiety. He used locus of control scale, the 
AAT (Achievement anxiety Test) and 26 items of the MA 
(Manifest Anxiety) scale. These scales were administered on 
all students of introductory psychology of the University of 
Toronto. The AAT items were scored on a 10 point scale, the 
AAT Fac (Facilitating anxiety) and AAT DEb. (debil itatincj 
anxiety) sub-scales being scored separately. The MA Scale 
items were answered in true or false fashion, and the LC 
scale items were presented in forced-choice pairs. Pearson 
product-moment correlations between the three scales were 
calculated by a computer for 506 females and 142 males. 
Almost all the relationship were found significant, though 
some were rather small. 
The significant correlation between the MA Scale and 
the LC Scale indicates that the more an individual is 
externally oriented the more anxiety he reports. The 
significant correlation between AAT DEb and the LC Scale and 
the Significant correlation between AAT Fac and LC Scale also 
reveal that the more a person is externally oriented tlie more 
anxiety he reports. The relationship between locus of control 
and anxiety ccemc well supported by these correlationo. 
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Huntras and Scharf' (1970) examined whether there were 
significant differences in manifest anxiety among three 
groups of low achieving college freshmen differing in their 
locus of control of reinforcement. The subject for this study 
were 60 fresh males at the University of North Dhkota who at 
the end of their first semester had less than 92.0 grade 
point average. Three groups of 20 subjects, operationa]ly 
defined with respect to locus of control as External (E) , 
internal-external (I-E) or internal (I) were derived. The 
external locus of control group consisted of students having 
scores one SD above the mean of 39.23 scores, 48 and above 
were included in this category. 
The internal-external locus of control group consisted 
of students having scores within one-third of S.D. The inter-
nal locus of control group was comprised of students scoring 
one S.D. below the mean, i.e. below 33. Heinenian's Anxiety 
Scale and I-E scale were used. Heineman developed a forced 
choice scale from the Taylor Manifest Anxiety Scale, in which 
each item consisted of three statements, an anxiety statement 
and a non-anxiety statement of comparable social 
favourability, and an additional non-anxiety statement 
differing social favourability from the two matched 
statements. 
The I.E. scale was developed within the frame work of 
Rotter's social learning theory. The scale was scored-in the 
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direction of external control, ie. higher scores reflected an 
external orientation. 
The range of anxiety scores for the internals was 23 to 
68. For the internal-external the range was 38 to 80 whereas 
the range for the external was 36 to 75. 
An analysis of variance was performed to aBcorLain 
whether or not the observed differences in anxiety levelc 
between the externals and the internals-external was 
significant. The difference in anxiety levels between the 
external - and the internal - externals was not significant. 
Further more, a non-significant difference in anxiety was 
obtained in the comparison of internal-external and 
internals. This finding suggests that a three way 
classification of locus of control is not to be preferred to 
the more conventional two way classification; i.e. externa] 
and internal. Significant differences in anxiety were, 
however, found between externally oriented and internally 
oriented subjects.Externals have been characterized as less 
confident than internals.The externals have a lower 
expectation of success and a lesser degree of self confidence 
which lead to avoidance behaviour. They ato luoic inliibiLed, 
resentful, self centered and exhibit little concern for the 
needs and intcrccts of othcrc. Furthermore, they arc 
characterized as confused, cautious and stereotyped in 
thinking, lacking in self direction and self discipline, and 
are more anxious. 
Silverman and Shrauger (1971) studied locus of control 
and correlates of attraction towards others. They used forty 
male students in introductory Psychology at the University of 
New York. The subjects were selected from an initial group of 
156 male otudentB who had completed Hotter'D 1-L; scale ooiiio 
week earlier. The mean I-E score for this total distribution 
was 11.61, with a standard deviation of 4.69. Externals 
{N=20, mean = 15.8) has scores of 14 or above and internals 
{N=20, mean = 7.70) had scores of 11 or below. Subjects were 
run individually or in groups of two to four and were isolat-
ed individual booths so that they could not see the other 
people in their group. They were instructed that they were 
participating to a programme aimed at improving techniques of 
personality assessment. They were to evaluate a person whom 
they heared being interviewed and their ratings were to be 
compared with the evaluations of the person based on findings 
from more traditional evaluating techniques. The experimenter 
emphasized that he had no particular expectation as to 
whether or not subjects assessment would agree with those 
from the more traditional measures. Subjects were told that 
the interviewee was participating in the personality 
assessment programme as a paid volunteer. The following 
information about him was also given in both conditions; 
"He's a 19 years old Sophomore at Syracuse University, an 
anthropology major and his home is in Amherst. He's is the 
oldest of three children having one brother and one sister. 
His father works for an industrial corporation and is a 
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college graduate. His mother went to College, but never 
finished and is a house wife." 
Subjects then listened to a 13 minutes tape recording 
before which they were instructed to try to get to know the 
person as well as possible from the minimal information 
given them and to focus on their "gut reaction" to him. In 
actuality the tape played was one of two interviews written 
by the authors and portrayed by two Colleagues. The 
interviewee was heared giving his opinions on a variety of 
topics including the factors which determine success in 
school career and interpersonal relationships, how he would 
respond if he were called into the military service, and how 
much influence he felt parents should attempt to exert ever 
their children's development. While the responses to some 
questions were identical on the two tapes, many answers 
differed in the extent to which the interviewee perceived 
himself as having control over his reinforcements. One tape 
expressed the internal view that one's out comes depend on 
his own actions and the other expressed the external position 
emphasizing the importance of uncontrollable environmental 
factors. The attempt was made to vary locus of control, while 
keeping responses along other content dimensions the same. 
Ten external and 10 internal subjects heared each of the 
tapes. To avoid possible bias, the experimenter was not aware 
of which tape was to be played until it was presented. At the 
conclusion of tape, the subject was asked to indicate the 
reaction to the interviewee on a 21 point scale from "very 
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positive reaction" to "very negative reaction". They, then, 
rated on a seven point scale, the extent to which the 
interviewee as compared to other males of the same age and 
sex, possessed each of eleven personality traits. The traits 
rated were as follows: assertive, successful, intelligent, 
self confident, capable, likeable, ambitious, mature, well 
adjusted, independent and self centered. The relationship 
between each of these characteristics and controllability or 
susceptibility to influence from others was assessed with the 
use of data from a separate subjects. For these subjects each 
trait and its example of 42 subjects. For these subject each 
trait and its opposite were paired, and subjects were to 
choose the one trait of each pair which they felt was more 
likely to be possessed by someone who was susceptible to 
influence. Each of the trait listed above was clearly seen as 
implying less susceptibility to influence than its opposite. 
Finally, subjects indicated their agreement on a seven 
point scale with each of the following statements about the 
interviewee (a) "This is the sort of person who takes an 
active part in deciding what is going to happen to him rather 
than lettings things work themselves out; "(b)" I felt that 
this person was being honest in expressing his opinions 
rather than holding back his real feelings", (c) "Given the 
limited amount of information which I had about this person, 
I thought, I could develop a fairly clear picture of the sort 
of individual he was. When they had completed the question-
naire experiment was discussed with subjects, any questions 
which they had answered. 
The main data relating locus of control to correlates 
of attraction towards others are the inter-correlation of two 
indices of subjects attraction to the stimulus person with 
their ratings of him on the other personality traits. The 
result obtained by Silverman and Shrauger (1971) demonstrated 
that internals and externals clearly differed in the extent 
to which their attraction toward the interviewee was related 
to their ratings of him on specific traits. Externals were 
more strongly attracted to people whom they saw as competent, 
independent, and able to act for themselves than tliey were to 
people not possessing these characteristics. For internals, 
attraction was unrelated to perceived competence 
assertiveness. The only attributes which they associated with 
attraction was a lack of self centeredness. 
The interviewee's locus of control had little effect on 
evaluations of him, even though the post experimental 
questionnaire clearly revealed that the internalinterviewee 
was seen as taking a more active part in determining what 
happens to himself than the external. The only trait on which 
ratings of the two interviewees differed significantly was 
"mature", with the internal person being judged as more 
mature than the external. There were no significant subjects 
X interviewee interaction either for the emotional reaction 
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measures or for traits on the adjective check list . Internal 
and external interviewees were also not judged to differ 
either in their honesty or in the clarity of their self 
presentation, nor were there subjects X interviewee 
interaction on these ratings. 
Chintamani Mishra (1974) studied the relationship 
between locus of control, progressive matrices, rigidity, 
attitudes towards science and religion. Subjects were all 
students in three high schools in Orissa. They were studying 
in class 8^  9 and 10 and the age group varied from 13 to 16 
years. The questionnaire on locus of control, rigidity, 
attitudes toward science and religion and the test-book of 
progressive matrices were given to students in their class 
rooms. The questionnaires were self explanatory. Therefore, 
students did not need any help either of the experimental or 
of the teacher. However, caution was taken that one did not 
influence the other while taking the test. 
The locus of control questionnaire was given to three 
group of students in three different high schools. Their 
responses were evaluated according to a standardized 
evaluation chart. The scores varied from 0 to 24 since there 
were 24 items. So higher the score than the median in the 
distributions, it was ILC and lower the Dcoros than the 
median, it was ELC. Thus there were ILC and ELC subjects, 
categorised according co their responses. 
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The progressive matrices test was given to 60 ILC and 
60 ELC students. They worked according to their own speed 
without interruption from beginning to the end. They had to 
record the answer in a scoring sheet. 
Rigidity questionnaire was given to 180 LIC and 100 ELC 
students. They had to consider 70 adjectives of the test to 
be desirable or undesirable in a friend and to write it 
against each adjective from a graduated 5 point scale. There 
were 100 ILC students and 80 ELC students to answer the 
questionnaire for attitude towards science and towards 
religion. Their answers were evaluated according to the 
standardized scale. 
The product moment correlations among LC and 
progressive matrices, rigidity, attitude towards science and 
towards religion were then calculated. 
It was found that ILC was not significantly related to 
scores on progressive matrices. The relationship between ILC 
and rigidity was positive and highly significant. The 
correlation between ILC and attitude towards science were 
also significantly high and positive. But the 'r' between ILC 
and attitude towards religion was negative and significant. 
ELC scores and scores on progressive matrices, rigidity 
attitude towards science and religion were used to find out 
'r' by the product moment method. The correlation between ELC 
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scores and progressive matrices test scores were negative and 
not very high as well as not significant. The relationship 
between ELC and rigidity were negative but significant. 
Therefore, it can be interpreted from the results that 
person having ELC traits can't be rigid rather flexible and 
can be changed. ELC scores were significantly related to 
attitude towards religion.. In both the cases the 
relationships were positive. In case of ELC and attitude 
towards religion (r) the correlation was significantly high. 
Therefore the prediction of ELC people depend upon external 
forces for their behaviour appears quite consistent. 
Shamsur Rehman Khan and Qamar Hassan (1977) studied 
locus of control in relation to religions. More specifically, 
they studied locus of control among Hindu and Muslim subject. 
The subjects were 50 Muslims students mostly drawn from 
A.M.U., Aligarh and 50 Hindu students, mostly drawn from 
local Government Inter Colleges. The subjects came from 
middle class families and where in the age range of 15 to 18 
years. 
Instead of using Rotter's I-E control scale, the 
subjects were presented a set of 20 statements with 
the help of which their expectancies in diverse areas 
such as "education", "vocation", "employment", "friendship", 
"politics", involving in accidents assessed. 
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Matrices of intercorrelation were obtained for Hindus 
and Muslims separately by running product moment correlation 
among the scores of the subjects on 20 variables. The two 
matrices factors were analysed with the help of principle 
component method and the extracted factors were rotated to 
the varimax criterion of sample structure. The significance 
of difference between the scores of Hindus and Muslims was 
tested with the help of K-S test. 
The findings showed that Hindus have more generalized 
expectancies regarding the locus of control than Muslims. 
Hindus showed more generalized expectancies namely effort 
which would bring about desirable outcomes in the different 
situations. 
Sadowski and Wenzel (1982) studied the relationship of 
locus of control Dimension to reported hostility and 
aggression. The subjects were 61 male and 96 female 
undergraduates enrolled in general psycliology claoceB at 
Austin Peay State University. Participation was voluntary and 
was a partial fulfillment of course requirements. The Ss were 
given a booklet containing the Reidware three factor locus of 
control scale, and the Buss-Durkee Hostility-Aggression 
Inventory. The Reidware scale consisted 45 items, including 
13 fillers, in a forced choice formate. Fatalism and social 
system control each consist of 12 items. These items were 
similar in content to those used in the Rotter I-E scale. 
Higher scores on each scale reflected a greater external 
orientation. The Buss-Durkee inventory is a 75 item 
questionnaire in which respondents indicate whether a 
statement is true or false about themselves. The items 
cluster into a hostility factor an Aggression factor. Higher 
scores reflected greater reported hostility and aggression. 
Subjects completed the questionnaire during regular 
CIQGB periods. All responseB were anonymouB. The purpose ot 
the investigation was explained in detail following the data 
collection. 
Data were analayzed for the entire sample and for males 
and females separately. Neither locus of control dimensions 
was significantly correlated with the aggression factor for 
either males or females. The results indicated that external 
reported greater hostility and aggression than did internals. 
Thus hostility factor was related more strongly to locus of 
control dimensions than was the aggression factor. 
Recently Harold Cook, Julie Sloane (1985) attempted to 
asses the extent to which locus of control is determinant of 
cooperative behaviour in 10 year old children. 
Locus of control questionnaire was administered to 84 
white, middle class fifth grades who attended a large 
catholic parochial school in New York City, of these 80 were 
randomly selected for the experimental phase. There were 40 
boys, with a mean age of 10.7 year and a mean locus of 
control of 77 and 40 girls, with a mean age of 10.8 years and 
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a mean locus of control of 79. The designs was 2x4 complete 
factorial. The variables were sex varied in two ways (Male or 
Female) and locus of control varied in four ways. 
The results revealed that girls demonstrated more 
cooperative behaviour than boys. Male dyads in the M-H 
(Moderate-Moderate Locus of Control) and E-E (External-
External) locus of control group demonstrated more 
cooperative behaviour than I-I dyads (Internal-Internal locus 
of control) and I-E dyads (Internal-External locus of 
control) in the initial traits. However, in the latter traits 
the average performance of the I-I dyads become as 
cooperative as the performance of M-M and E-E dyads. 
Most recently, Chaudhary (1986) undertook a study to 
investigate whether neuroticism, extroversion, rigidity, four 
factors of self concept, personal causation and academic 
achievement would contribute to the prediction of internal^ 
powerful others and chance control expectancies of 
reinforcement. Internal powerful others and chance scales, 
Eysenk personality Inventory, Regidity scale. Manifest 
Anxiety Scale, Personality Differential Short Scale and 
personal causation questionnaire were administered on 186 
male and 148 female College students. Six series of stepwise 
multiple regression analysis were carried out with three 
dependent variables namely internal powerful others and 
chance control expectancies for the males and females 
separately. 
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The results showed that for the male studentB, 
neuroticism, rigidity, and anxiety were negatively correlated 
with internal locus of control/ whereas academic achievement, 
extroversion, normalcy and conformity were positively 
correlated with the internal locus of control. For female 
students, neuroticism, rigidity were negatively correlated 
with internal locus of control whereas tenseneBS, seir 
concept and personal causation were positively correlated. 
Moreover, academic achievement, conformity,tough mindedness 
and normalcy were unrelated to internal control. 
Powerful others control, on the other hand, was 
negatively associated with personal causation and it was 
positively correlated with normalcy factor of self concept 
but the remaining variables were unrelated to powerful others 
control. Furthermore for the male students neuroticism, 
rigidity, anxiety and tough-mindedness were positively 
correlated with the chance control and extroversion and 
personal causation were negatively correlated with it, while 
academic achievement, normalcy and conformity were unrelated 
with chance control. For females, neuroticism and anxiety 
were positively correlated with chance locus of control. 
Confirmity, normalcy, tenseness and personal causation were 
negatively related to the chance locus of control. Acadmic 
achievement, extroversion, rigidity, tough mindedness were 
not found to be correlated with chance locus of control. 
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The review of the above studies reveals that locus of 
control as a personality variable influences certain social 
behaviour. More specifically it has been demonstrated that 
externally oriented subjects are more anxious, more rigid, 
tough minded, hostile and aggressive, more suspicious, mal 
adjusted,have irrational beliefs, have less tendency to help 
others as compared to internally oriented subjects. 
These characteristics of externally oriented subjects 
suggest that they should be more prone to develop communal 
prejudice than internally oriented subjects, since it has 
been observed that prejudiced persons are more anxious, 
hostile, aggressive, maladjusted, suspicious and have poor 
interpersonal relationship than non-prejudiced individuals. 
It is therefore, reasonable to assume that their should be a 
relationship between locus of control and communal 
prejudice.r4ore specifically, it is hypothesized that 
externally oriented individuals should be more prejudiced 
than internally oriented. In the best knowledge of the 
present investigator no attempt has been made so far to study 
communal prejudice as related to locus of control. The 
present study aims at filling up this gap. 
Another important consideration which also influenced 
the thinking of the present investigator to undertake the 
present research is the substantial body of evidence to 
suggest a correlation between prejudice and feeling of 
security and insecurity. Thus in the following section of 
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this chapter, we will review some of the relevant studies 
that bear directly or indirectly to this problem. 
Ahmad (1968/69) studied Discipline-Indiscipline as 
related to academic achievement and security-Insecurity. In 
order to investigate whether achievement and feelings of 
security-insecurity are related to disciplined -indisciplined 
behavior, rating scale for discipline-indiscipline, academic 
achievement record; security-insecurity Inventory were 
administered on 182 students of Class IX and VIII of A.M.U. 
Schools. 
The results revealed that high achievers had high 
feeling of security whereas low achievers had high feeling of 
insecurity. It was, further, found that high achievers were 
not only high in feeling of security but they were also more 
disciplined than low achievers and insecure subjects. Thus, 
there was a positive correlation between academic achievement 
and feeling of security and a negative correlation between 
achievement and feeling of insecurity. A negative correlation 
was also found between disciplined behaviour and feeling of 
insecurity. 
More or less similar study was conducted by Hanfi 
(1974). She attempted to study disciplined-indisciplined 
behaviour in relation to S-I and parental acceptance. She 
also found that subjects with high sense of security were 
rated high on discipline whereas those with low sense of 
security were rated low on discipline. In other words it was 
concluded that those who were secure were also disciplined 
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and those who had a feeling of insecurity showed 
indisciplined behaviour. It was also found that subjects who 
were high on parental acceptance also had high feeling of 
security and showed highly disciplined behaviour whereas 
subjects who were low on parental acceptance also had low 
feeling of security and showed indisciplined behaviour. 
Some investigators studied the relationship between 
feeling of security-insecurity and adjustment-maladjustment. 
Thus, Sanders (1948) studied maladjustment in relation to 
insecurity. Insecurity Test (INS) that was composed of two 
Bub-teoto, namely pliysicol and economic oecuriLy LeoL (I'lii) 
and social undervaluation (SUV), non-social tendency test 
(NST) were administered on two separate group of boys, one in 
London Clinics and other in London Schools. Using coefficient 
of correlation technique, he found a positive relation 
between mental insecurity and social maladjustment attitudes. 
However, with the tests employed the mental insecurity 
measure was a conscious insecurity which tended to be 
accompanied by the type of aggressive attitudes and 
tendencies usually associated with delinquency. Moreover, the 
insecurity disclosed, was, to a considerable extent, bound up 
with feelings of social undervaluation. Furthermore, a 
factorial analysis of the results of inter-correlation of the 
variables employed supported the view that mental maturity in 
terms of physical, intellectual and emotional development is 
positively related to mental security. 
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Somewhat recently Naqvi (1980) undertook a study to 
investigate the relationship between level of aspiration, 
adjustment and security-insecurity. Hindi and Urdu versions 
of Maslow's security-insecurity inventory, adapted form of 
Bell's personality adjustment inventory and level of 
aspiration coding test were administered on 65 B.Ed, students 
of the department of Education, A.M.U. Aligarh. Using t-test 
to analyse the data, Naqvi found that those who set their 
level of aspiration realistically were better adjusted and 
had higher feeling of security than those who set their goal 
unrealistically ie. much higher than their past performance 
or defensively lower than their past performance. 
Some investigators attempted to explore relationship 
between security-insecurity, self acceptance, parental 
acceptance and peer acceptance. Ahmad (1965-66) studied self 
acceptance in relation to feeling of security-insecurity and 
adjustment. 110 adolescents taken from class VIII, IX, X, 
P.U.C. and B.A. of A.M.U. Aligarh served as subjects. These 
subjects were classified into three groups namely high, 
medium and low in self acceptance on the basis of their 
scores on self-acceptance inventory. Adjustment inventory and 
security-insecurity inventory were administered on these 
three groups, t-test was employed to draw necessary infer-
ences. 
The results demonstrated beyond doubt that highly 
self-accepting subjects also had high feeling of security, 
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whereas subjects who were low in self acceptance felt 
themselves insecure. Further more the results indicated that 
highly self accepting subjects were significantly better 
adjusted than those who have feeling of insecurity. 
Zuberi (1972) studied level of aspiration in relation 
to self-acceptance and feeling of security. A Hindi or Urdu 
version of Maslow's security-insecurity inventory,. Coding 
test and self Acceptance Inventory were administered on a 
large sample of subjects. Using Pearson's product moment 
method, a relationship was determined between level of 
aspiration and self acceptance. 
Khan (1975) also found that the subjects highly 
accepted by their parents had high feeling of security 
whereas those who were low in parental acceptance felt 
themselves insecure. Similarly, subjects who were highly 
accepted by their peers had high feelings of security while 
those who were low in peer acceptance felt highly insecure. 
Siddique (1976,77) designed a research to study 
trauancy in relation to security-insecurity, parental 
acceptance and peer acceptance. He hypothesized that non-
truant subjects should have a higher feelings of security and 
should be higher in parental and peer acceptance than the 
truant group. 
The results obtained by him confirmed his hypothesis 
ie., truants were found to have feelings of insecurity and 
were low in acceptance by parents as well as by peers whereas 
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non-truants were found to have feelings of security and were 
highly accepted by parents as well as by peers. 
Khalique (1961) studied insecurity feeling and anxiety 
in step-children and non-step children. Maslow's security 
Inventory and Taylor's Manifest Anxiety Scale were 
administered on a group of 21 step children and 21 non-step 
children. The children were 11 to 16 years of age. The result 
demonstrated that step children experienced greater amount of 
insecurity feeling and were more anxious than non-step 
children.These results suggest that feeling of insecurity 
contributes the experience of anxiety. In other words, higher 
the feeling of insecurity greater would be anxiety. 
A number of researchers in abroad attempted to study 
prejudice as a function of certain sociological and 
personality variables. Among the various sociological 
variables, feeling of security-insecurity was studied as one 
of the contributory variable of prejudice. Gaugh (1951), for 
instance, conducted a series of studies to determine the 
relationship between prejudice and sociological and 
personality variables. In one of the studies, Gaugh (1951 
a,b,c,) studied psychological and sociological correlates of 
anti-semitism. First of all Levinson Sanford antisemitism 
scale was administered on a sample of 275 high schools 
seniors in a mid-western community. In addition to this 
scale, a second scale known as E-F scale was administered. 
Beside these two scales, the subjects also took the Minnesota 
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Multi phasic personality Inventory, Security-Insecurity 
Inventory and American Home scale for socio-economic status. 
Apart from various findings, Gaugh also found a positive 
correlation between prejudice and feelings of security 
insecurity. In other words subjects who had high feelings of 
insecurity were found to be prejudiced whereas subjects who 
had feeling of security were non-prejudiced. 
The review of the above studies reveals that insecure 
persons perceive the world as a threatening jungle and most 
human beings as dangerous and selfish. They feel rejected 
and isolated. They are generally anxious, hostile, 
pessimistic and unhappy. They show signs of tension and 
conflict, tend to turn inward, are troubled by guilt 
feelings. They show revenge reactions, hate everyone and 
develop antagonistic attitude towards others." These and 
others similar characteristics of insecure individuals may 
make them susceptible to develop prejudiced attitudes. 
Researches conducted abroad have found a positive correlation 
between prejudice and personal insecurity. They have 
demonstrated that persons with feeling of insecurity have 
stronger tendency to develop prejudice than those who have a 
feeling of security (Gough 1951a, 1951b, 1951c, Morse and 
Allport, 1952; Fishback and Singer, 1957, Miller and 
Bugelshki, 1948; Lindzey 1950). As the review of literature 
reveals that no such study has been conducted in India, the 
present research, therefore, attempts to explore how feelings 
of security-insecurity are related to prejudice in Indian 
Society. 
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An important consideration which also influenced the 
thinking of the present investigator to undertake the present 
research is the observation made by Cowen, Landes, Schaet. 
They observed that subjective feelings of deprivation 
indicated more intense level of prejudice than the actual 
experience of objective deprivation. These observations 
suggest a correlation between prejudice and prolonged depri-
vation. Thus in the remaining section of this chapter, we 
will review some of the relevant studies that bear directly 
or indirectly to this problem. 
Yarrow (1961) made an extensive and exhaustive review 
of studies dealing with the effect of maternal deprivation on 
the development of different aspects of the personality. The 
studies reviewed by Yarrow included four dimensions of 
maternal deprivation and effect of each dimension of maternal 
deprivation was investigated. The four dimensions of maternal 
deprivation were: (a) institutionalization, (b) separation 
from a mother or mother substitute, (c) multiple mothering in 
which there was no one continuous person performing the major 
function of mother and (d) distortion in the quality of 
mothering, e.g. rejection, over protection and ambivalence. A 
large number of studies were undertaken to investigate the 
effect of institutionalization on intellectual personality 
and social characteristics of individual. It was generally 
observed that institutionalized children were intellectually 
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retarded (Bender, 1947; Goldfarb, 1945a; Levy, 1947; Lowrey, 
1940; Dennis and Najarian, 1957; Fischer, 1952, 1953, Gesell 
and Amatruda, 1941; Skeels, Lipdegraff, Wellman and Williams, 
1938; Spitz, 1945, 1946), severely retarded in language 
development (Broadbeck and Irwin 1946; Dupan and Roth, 1955; 
Fischer 1952, 1953; Freud and Burlingham, 1944; Gesell and 
Amatruda, 1941; Skeels et al., 1938; Rheingold and Bayley, 
1959; Bender, 1945, 1947; Goldfarb, 1945a; Haggerty, 1959; 
Lowery, 1940). Motor disturbances in the form of bizarre 
stereotyped motor pattern suggestive of neurological damage 
was reported by Spitz (1946) in infants after a long period 
of institutional residence. In older children. Bender (1947) 
and Goldfarb (1943a, 1945b, 1947) found hyperkinetic 
behaviour. Furthermore, numerous studies reported adverse 
effect of institutionalization on development of 
interpersonal relationship. Thus, Bender (1947), Bender and 
Yarnell (1941), Goldfarb (1943a, 1945b, 1949) and Lowry 
(1940) found that institutionalized individuals were unable 
to establish close warm personal relationship. 
The effect of maternal separation was classified into 
two categories, namely, immediate effect and delayed effect. 
So far as immediate reactions to separation v/ere concerned, a 
number of studies found symptoms of progressive deterioration 
in infants, a complete withdrawal from social interactions, a 
sharp drop in developmental level on infant tests, extreme 
physical debilitation with loss of weight and increased 
susceptibility to infections (Bowlby, 1953b; Robertson and 
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Bowlby,19527 Roundinesco, David and Nicolas, 1952; Spitz and 
Wolf, 1946). Delayed effect of separation was studied by many 
investigators. Bowlby (1944) concluded that separation expe-
riences during childhood resulted in a character disorder 
distinguished by lack of affection or feeling for any one. 
The conclusions were based on clinical findings that 12 out 
of 14 cases diagnosed as affectionless characters had been 
separated from their mothers had been hospitalized for ill-
ness without any contact with their mothers over a long 
period time, others had experienced frequent changes in 
foster mothers, and some had been institutionalized for long 
periods during infancy. Lewis (1954) found that .separation 
from the mother before the age of five years was prognosti-
cally adverse feature. On the other hand. Spitz and Wolf 
(1946) noted that the infants who did not develop severe 
depressive reactions were those separated from mothers who 
had poor mother-child relationship. Spitz and Wolf also 
observed that the better the mother-child relationship pre-
ceding separation, the more severe the immediate reaction. 
Bowlby (1952) also noted that where an adequate substitute 
mother was provided, there was not a complete withdrawal from 
social contact. 
Numerous studies were undertaken to investigate the 
consequence of multiple mothering in infant and early 
childhood. Gordon (1958), Rapport (1958); Rabin (1957, 1958a) 
found slightly developmental retardation in infants between 9 
and 17 months of age living in a communal nursery. In only 
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one sector of development the personal social area were these 
infants significantly retarded. Rabin attributed this 
retardation to less individual stimulation in the Kibbutzin 
as compared to a normal home environment. Long-term effects 
of multiple mothering in the Kibbutzim children was studied 
by Rabin (1958a). He studied a group of children between 9 
and 11 years age, who had lived in Kibbutzim environment from 
infancy. He found no evidences of retardation, nor were 
there any indication of personality distortions. In another 
study, Rabin (1958b) compared the psycho-sexual development 
of 10 years old Kibbutzim reared boys with boys from 
patriarchal type families. He found significant differences 
consistent with theoretical expectations. The Kibbutz boys 
showed less oedipal intensity, more diffuse positive 
identification with their fathers and less intense sibling 
rivalry. 
The literature on distorted maternal relationships 
suggests a somewhat different kind of personality outcome 
from the psychopathic or affectionless character. The 
personality distortions tend to be in the schizophrenic, 
depressive and neurotic categories (Spitz, 1951). 
In India, several attempts have been made to study the 
relationship between various types of deprivation and 
personality traits. Thus, Khan (1982) attempted to explore 
the effect of parental deprivation on personality adjustment, 
The aim of his study was to investigate the differences of 
personality variables like adjustment, intelligence and 
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academic achievements among tribal children (deprived) and 
parental (undeprived) children. A oample of 670 studento 
consisting of children (male and female) ranging from classes 
VIII to XII of the age group 13 to 16 years were selected 
from the government Ashram-type schools and other schools and 
intermediate colleges of U.P. Keeping in view of the sampling 
design, stratified cluster method of sampling was used. 
Mittal's (1974) revised adjustment inventory (Hindi 
version) was used for measuring the adjustment of children. 
This inventory has four areas which provides separate 
measures of adjustment viz. home, social, health/emotional 
and school/college adjustment. The grades awarded on the 
basis of scores obtained by children were from 'A' to 'E'. 
Grade 'A' means very good adjustment, Grade 'B' means good 
adjustment, 'C means satisfactory adjustment, 'D' means 
unsatisfactory adjustment and 'E' means very unsatisfactory 
adjustment. For measuring intelligence Jalota's group test of 
general mental ability was used. Academic performance of the 
children was determined on the baoic of half-yearly examina-
tion scores. 
The main findings of the study were as follows: 
(1) It was found that the critical ratios were significant 
at 0.05 and 0.01 level of significance in respect of total 
adjustment scores among parental group children (PGC) and 
non-parental group (NPGC). 
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(2) CR's were significant within urban PGC (male) at 0.05 
and 0.01 levels but there was no significant difference among 
13 and 16 years urban PGC (male). Similarly, within rural PGC 
(male), significant differences were found among 13 and 15 
years (.01). But in respect of the children in various age 
range, no significant differences were found within rural PGC 
(male). While in the same group (rural PGC male), in respect 
of 13 and 14, 14 and 15, 13 and 16, 14, and 16, and 15 and 16 
years respectively, no significant differences were found. 
(3) In respect of urban PGC and rural PGC, significant 
difference (.01) was found among female children in various 
age ranges. 
(4) In NPGC of male children CR's were found significant 
at .01 level but 14 and 15 years (male) NPGC were not found 
significantly different on the basis of adjustment scores. 
(5) In respect of NPGC (female) of different age levels 
't's were found significant at .05 and .01 levels but among 
13 and 15 years and 14 and 15 years, no significant 
differences were found within NPGC (female). 
(6) In respect of grade-wise adjustment scores amongst PGC 
and NPGC, significant differences were found at .01 level 
while between 13 and 14 years in respect of 'D' grade and 16 
years in 'C grade, respectively, no significant differences 
were found. 
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(7) Younger and older groups (PGC and NPGC) children in 
respect of 'C grade adjustinents were not significant. 
(8) Significant differences at .05 and .01 levels were 
found on the basis of grade-wise adjustment scores among 
urban made (PGC) and tribal male (NPGC) in various age 
ranges. While the children of 13,15 and 16 years with 'D,C' 
and 'C grades respectively were not significantly different. 
(9) Rural male (PGC) and tribal male (NPGC) were 
significantly different at .05 and .01 levels on the basis of 
grade-wise adjustment scores, whereas the children of 13 
years in respect of 'C and 'D' grades and 16 years in 'C' 
grade were not significantly different. 
(10) When the children of different age levels of urban and 
rural female (PGC) were compared with the tribal female 
(NPGC), significant differences were found at .01 level. 
While in respect of other grades (between 16 years urban PGC 
and rural PGC and 'C grade and 13 years PGC in 'D' grade) of 
adjustment, 't's were not significant. 
(11) On the basis of area-wise adjustment scores, 
significant differences (at .01 level) were found among PGC 
and NPGC. 
(12) m respect of younger (13 years) and old (16 years) 
children, no significant differences were found among PGC and 
NPGC. While the children of 16 years PGC as compared with 13 
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years NPGC, significant differences were found at .01 level 
in all areas of adjustment scores. 
(13) When the grade-wise adjustment scores of the children 
of different age levels were compared between partially 
deprived and fully deprived children, no significant 
differences were found at any level of significance. But the 
children of 15 years in 'C grade and 13 years in 'E' grade 
respectively, 't's were found significant. 
(14) Partially and fully deprived children in respect of 
younger and older groups, t-values were found significant 
at .01 level in 'C and 'D' grades respectively. 
(15) Significant differences were found amongst PGC and NPGC 
in respect of academics achievement scores. 
(16) On the basis of high achievement scores amongst PGC and 
NPGC, t-ratios were found significant at .01 level but the 
female children of eight and tenth grade, 't's were not 
significant. 
(17) On the basis of low achievement scores amongst PGC and 
NPGC, t-ratios were not significant but the male children of 
eight and ninth grades 't's were found at .01 level of 
significant. 
(18) In respect of high achievement scores between PGC 
(rural and urban) and NPGC, t,s were found significant at .01 
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level while the children of rural female of eight grade and 
rural male of ninth grade did not differ significantly. 
However, rural and urban female children of tenth grade 
significantly differed. 
(19) In respect low achievement scores between PGC (rural 
and urban) and NPGC, 't's were not significant, while for the 
children of rural male eight grade, t,s were found 
significant at .01 level of significance. 
(20) In respect of total general mental ability (GMA) 
amongst PGC and NPGC, CR's were found significant at .01 
level of significance in various age ranges. 
(21) In respect of total adjustment scores amongst various 
rural and urban PGC, significant differences were found 
between 14 years rural and urban PGC. 
(22) On the basis of total adjustment scores of the 
different age levels among rural and urban non-parental group 
children, t,s were found significant at .05 and .01 levels 
but the children of 13 and 14 years, 14 and 15 years and 15 
years rural NPGC as compared to urban NPGC, t,s were not 
significant. 
(23) In respect of total adjustment scores of different age 
levels among PGC (male) and NPGC (female), t's were found 
significant at .01 level. 
(24) In respect of total adjustment scores of different age 
levels among PGC (urban and ru;^ ^^ te«vai,'|^ J^?^  compared to 
1C fi. r3^// .tf 
78 
NPGC (male children), t's were significant at .01 level while 
for 13 years NPGC (male) and 16 years rural PGC 
(female), t-ratio was not significant. Similarly, for 16 
years NPGC (male) and rural PGC (female), t-value was not 
significant. 
(25) In respect of NPGC male and female children of 
different age levels on the basis of total adjustment scores, 
t-ratios were significant at .01 level while amongst 16 years 
male and female, t-ratio was not significant. 
(26) In respect of total adjustment scores between male (PGC 
and NPGC) and female (PGC and NPGC) children, CR,S were 
significant at .01 level of significance, while among 14,15 
and 16 years, differences were not found significant. 
Tripathi and Misra (]976) studied cognitive processes 
as "function of prolonged deprivation". The study was 
conducted on large sample of 645 subjects drawn from rural 
and urban settings of eastern U.P. Prolonged deprivation 
scale was administered on these subjects to form three 
deprivation group i.e. high, medium and low. Each group 
received pictorial Depth Perception Test, Categorization 
Task, Perceptual Identification Task and Koh's block design 
test. They found that all the correlations between 
deprivation scores and scores on various tests were 
significantly negative. The pattern of performance revealed 
that performances deteriorated with increase in amount of 
deprivation. Thus Tripathi and Misra concluded that 
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deprivation experienced by the individual in various spheres 
of life restricts the growth of cognitive skills. Tiwari and 
Misra (1977) explored the development patterns of achievement 
motive in relation to prolonged deprivation. 72 males 
belonging to 15 to 25 year age range were employed as 
subjects. Prolonged deprivation scale was administered on 
these groups of subjects. Tewari and Misra found that high 
deprived group of subjects showed significantly higher 
anxiety and achievement than low deprived group of subjects. 
Sinha and Misra (1980), on the other hand, have observed that 
deprived subjects manifest high degree of anxiety, 
neuroticism, insecurity and maladjustment. They were also 
found to be more rigid, confirming, alienated and less 
extrovert. 
In an extensive study, Misra (1982b) studied 
motivational structure as related to different degrees of 
experiential deprivation. The sample consisted of 42 young 
males in the age range of 15 to 25 years equally divided low, 
medium and high deprived groups. This assignment of subjects 
to these groups was made on the basis of scores on Misra and 
Tripathi's (1978) prolonged deprivation scale. The subjects 
of these deprivation groups were matched on scores on Koh's 
Block Designed Test. The subjects belong to upper middle and 
low middle caste groups. 
In order to asses motivational characteristics, six 
measures involving five point scale dealing with achievement, 
affiliation, approval, Power trait anxiety and state anxiety 
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developed by Misra and Tripathi (1978a) were employed. All 
subjects were approached individually for administration of 
the motivational measures; responses were obtained either 
through verbal responses or recording of reactions with the 
help of specially designed visual indicator. Results of one 
way analysis of variance yielded significant effect of 
deprivation on scores made by the three groups on 
achievement, approval and trait and state anxiety while power 
and affiliation failed to show significant effect. 
Correlational analysis revealed that motivational structure 
varied with deprivation level. In other words, low 
deprivation group displayed significantly greater achievement 
and power concerned than medium and high deprivation groups. 
In contrast, anxiety was not pronounced in high deprivation 
groups followed by medium and low deprivation groups. 
Approval and affiliation motives showed a U shaped 
relationship with lowest score at medium deprivation level 
and higher scores at low and high extremes of deprivation. 
Several investigators were interested to investigate 
the effect of prolonged deprivation in academic performance. 
Thus, Bhargave (1982) studied the academic performance as a 
function of prolonged deprivation. The sample consisted of 
160 fresher students from three colleges of Agra city. This 
sample was equally divided into two years between age of 17 
to 20 years. Prolonged scale of Misra and Tripathi (1977) was 
used. The average academic performance of two internal and 
one external examination constituted the criterion for the 
academic performance of each pupil, Pearson product Movement 
correlation (r) was employed. 
He found a general trend of negative correlation 
between the prolonged deprivation and academic performance. 
In other words, with the increase in the prolonged 
deprivation or in some of its dimensions there was a 
corresponding decrease in the academic performance of the 
pupils. The results cleanly revealed that prolonged 
deprivation seriously affected the academic performance and 
there on existed inverse relationship between these two 
variables. 
Similarly, Sharma (1983) also investigated the academic 
performance as a function of prolonged deprivation. One 
hundred and sixty college doing freshers of Raipur served as 
subjects. Half or them were male students, and the remaining 
half were female students. The age of these subjects was 
between 17 and 20 years. Prolonged deprivation scale (Misra 
and Tripathi, 1977) was administered. The average academic 
performance of two internal and one external examinations 
constituted the criterion for the academic performance of 
each fresher. Pearson's Product Moment co-efficient 
correlation was applied. 
Results revealed that academic performance was 
inversely related to prolonged deprivation. In other words, 
high deprivation level decreased the academic performance of 
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the subjects. Thus, there was negative correlation between 
academic performance and prolonged deprivation. 
Recently, Tripathi (1983) studied the differential 
influence of prolonged deprivation, approval motive, and 
locus of control of reinforcement on dependence. 80 under-
graduate male students of Gorakhpur University were drawn. 
Two levels of deprivation (high/low), two levels of approval 
(high/low) and two levels of locus of control (internal-
external) were used in a 2x2x2 factorial design. Ten subjects 
were assigned to each of the eight treatment conditions for 
testing their perceptual dependence on Ottman's (1968) 
Portable Rod Frame Test (PRFT). Prolonged deprivation scale, 
approval motive scale (AMS) and Internal External (I-E) scale 
were also administered. Low deprivation (LD) and high 
deprivation (HD) subjects were selected on the basis of 
prolonged deprivation scale (Misra and Tripathi, 1977). 
Approval Motive scale developed by Tirpathi and Tripathi 
(1978) , consisted of 72 true-false behavioural items and it 
included seven areas of approval motive. The subjects scoring 
more than Q3 and those scoring below Ql on AMS constituted 
high and low approval group, respectively. Internal-external 
control scale, developed by Rotter (1966), was used. The 
scores on I-E scale divided subjects into internal and 
external subjects with scores of 8 and below labelled as 
intervals, and scores of 14 and above were labelled as 
external. 
The main findings revealed that all the main effects 
i.e. deprivation, approval and locus of control, were 
significant. Along with the main effects, the interactions 
between deprivation approval and deprivation locus of 
control, were found significant, it appeared that subjects 
differed in perceptual dependence in relation to prolonged 
deprivation, approval motivation, and locus of control. It 
was also found that subjects who differed quantitatively 
along the dimension of deprivation, approval motivation, and 
locus of control differed with respect to their perceptual 
dependence. In addition, it was concluded that the low 
deprived subjects were more field independence than highly 
deprived subjects. High approval subjects displayed 
field-dependence, internally controlled subjects were field-
dependent whereas externally controlled subjects were field-
dependent. 
More recently, Sharma (1986) investigated the effect of 
types of reward on performance of deprived and non-deprived 
children. One hundred and twenty children (60 deprived, 60 
non-deprived) of age 8-9 selected on the basis of prolonged 
deprivation scale, developed by Misra and Tripathi (1978), 
served as subject in the study. A 2x3 factorial design with 
two levels of deprivation (deprived/non-deprived) and three 
types of reward (concrete/symbolic/non-reward) was used. 
There were 20 subjects in each group. A digit symbol task 
consisting of a card containing 1-20 digit written with equal 
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subject was required to make symbol under each of 20 digits. 
There were IB total trials. Each correct response was given a 
score of one. The maximum scores for each trial was 20 and 
the total maximum score was 200. Thus, the range of score was 
from zero to two hundred. 
Results revealed that the performance of deprived 
children was greater than the non-deprived children. Mean 
values showed that performance scores increased along with 
types of regards invariably in both the groups of deprived 
and non-deprived children. It was found that children of 8-9 
years of age were more attracted towards concrete rewards 
than the symbolic and non-symbolic rewards. That is, higher 
level of performance was shown in cash of concrete rewards 
and symbolic reward condition than the control non-reward 
condition. However, interaction effect was not found to bo 
significant. 
It was also to be noted that the difference when 
computed for each condition separately using the Duncan's 
multiple range test, the difference between deprived and 
non-deprived was only significant for concrete reward and not 
for symbolic and non-reward condition. 
The foregoing discussion reveals that deprived 
individuals develop such personality characteristics as 
anxiety, hostility, neuroticism, maladjustment, external 
orientation and a sense of insecurity. Since it has been 
established that individuals having these personality 
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characteristics are more prone to develop communal prejudice, 
it is reasonable to assume that deprived individuals should 
be more susceptible to develop communal prejudice than non-
deprived individuals, More specifically, it is hypothesized 
that prolonged deprivation should contribute in the 
development of communal prejudice. The present research is 
also designed to test this assumption. 
In short the present research is designed to study 
communal prejudice as related to locus of control, security 
insecurity and prolonged deprivation among Hindu and Muslim 
subjects. The findings of the present study would not only 
provide us useful information about communal prejudice but 
would also help us to suggest certain ways and means by which 
communal prejudice may be reduced, if not completely 
eradicated. 
As a matter of fact communal prejudice is not only 
very significant obstacle in the national development and in 
the advancement of the nation but also remains a serious 
threat to national integration. Thus, the findings of the 
present research may be useful in removing such obstacles and 
therefore may contribute in the speedy development of the 
nation and in enhancing national integration. 
Cfiapter-III 
METHODOLOGY 
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METHODOLOGY 
As mentioned in the previous chapters the present 
investigation was initiated to study communal prejudice in 
relation to locus of control, security - insecurity and 
prolonged deprivation among Hindu and Muslim youths. The 
main objectives of the study were (1) to investigate 
relationship between communal prejudice and locus of control, 
i.e. to what extent external orientation and internal 
orientation facilitate or inhibit the development of communal 
prejudice; (2) to investigate relationship between communal 
prejudice and feelings of security insecurity i.e. to what 
extent feelings of security-insecurity facilitate or inhibit 
the development of communal prejudice; (3) to investigate 
relationship between communal prejudice and prolonged 
deprivation i.e. to what extent the development of communal 
prejudice is affected by prolonged deprivation and (4) to 
investigate relationship between communal prejudice and 
religion, i.e. to what extent majority (i.e. Hindus) and 
minority (i.e. Muslims) groups differ in their degree of 
communal prejudice. 
To be more specific the study was designed to answer 
the following questions: 
(1) Do Hindus and Muslims subjects differ in communal 
prejudice? 
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(2) Do internally oriented and externally oriented subjects 
differ in communal prejudice? 
(3) Do deprived and non-deprived subjects differ in communal 
prejudice? 
(4) Do subjects having feelings of security-insecurity differ 
in communal prejudice? 
(5) Is there an interactional effect of locus of control 
and religion on communal prejudice? 
(6) Is there an interactional effect of prolonged 
deprivation and religion on communal prejudice? 
(7) Is there an interactional effect of feelings of 
security-insecurity and religion on communal prejudice? 
(8) Is there an interactional effect of locus of control and 
prolonged deprivation on communal prejudice? 
(9) Is there an interactional effect of locus of control and 
feelings of security-insecurity on communal prejudice? 
(10) Is there an international effect of feelings of 
security-insecurity and prolonged deprivation on communal 
prejudice? 
(11) Is there an interactional effect of religion, locus of 
control and prolonged deprivation on communal prejudice ? 
bB 
(12) Is there an interactional effect of religion, locus of 
control and security-insecurity on communal prejudice? 
(13) Is there an interactional effect of religion, 
prolonged-deprivation and security-insecurity on communal 
prejudice? 
(14) Is there an interactional effect of locus of control, 
prolonged deprivation and security-insecurity on communal 
prejudice? 
(15) Is there an interactional effect of locus of control, 
feelings of security-insecurity, prolonged deprivation and 
religion on communal prejudices. 
Design of the Study: 
In order to answer the above questions, a 2x2x2x2 
factorial design in which three personality variables (i.e. 
locus of control, feelings of security-insecurity and 
prolonged deprivation) and one sociological variable (i.e. 
religion) each variable varying in two ways, was used in the 
present study. Locus of control was varied by selecting 
internally oriented and externally oriented subjects and 
security-insecurity variable was varied by selecting those 
who had feeling of security and those who had feeling of 
insecurity. The two values of prolonged deprivation were (a) 
deprived and (b) non-deprived and two types of religion were 
(a) Hinduism and (b) Islam. Thus there were sixteen groups of 
subjects namely. Internal-secure deprived Hindu subjects, 
Internal-secure non-deprived Hindu subjects. Internal-
insecure deprived Hindu subjects, Internal-insecure non-
deprived Hindu subjects. External secure deprived Hindu 
subjects. External-secure non-deprived Hindu subjects, 
External insecure deprived Hindu subjects. External insecure 
non-deprived Hindu subjects. Internal-secure deprived Muslim 
subjects. Internal secure non-deprived Muslim subjects. 
Internal insecure deprived Muslim subjects, Internal-insecure 
non-deprived Muslim subjects. External secure deprived Muslim 
subjects. External secure non-deprived Muslim subjects. 
External insecure deprived Muslim subjects, and External-
insecure non-deprived Muslim subjects. Each group consisted 
of 25 subjects. 
Sample: In order to form above mentioned sixteen groups of 
subjects Hindi version of Rotter's I-E scale was administered 
on 600 (300 Hindus and 300 Muslims) under graduate students 
of Muslim University and D.S. College, Aligarh. They all 
belonged to upper-middle and lower upper socio-economic 
status groups. The age of the subjects ranged from 15 years 
to 18 years. 
On the basis of their scores on Hindi version of 
Rotter's I-E scale, two groups, namely internally oriented 
and externally oriented were formed. The subjects whose 
'*0 
scores on I-E scale fell on or above 3rd quartile were 
considered as externally oriented subjects. The subjects 
whose scores on the I-E scale fell on or below 1st quartile 
were considered as internally oriented subjects. The Ist und 
3rd quartiles were 7.29 and 11.6 respectively. 
Each group, thus, was subdivided on the basis of 
religion to form four groups, namely externally oriented 
Hindu subjects, internally oriented Hindu subjects, 
externally oriented Muslim subjects, and internally oriented 
Muslim subjects. 
Hindi version of the adapted form of Maslow (1952) 
security-insecurity test was administered on these four 
groups of subjects. In each group, the subjects whose scores 
on S-I inventory fell on or below Ist quartile were 
considered as secure subjects and the subjects whose scores 
fell on or above 3rd quartile were considered as insecure 
subjects. Thus, on the basis of their scores on S-I 
inventory, each group was divided into two groups to form 
eight groups of subjects, namely, internally oriented secure 
Hindu subjects, internally oriented insecure Hindu subjects, 
externally oriented secure Hindu subjects, ' externally 
oriented insecure Hindu subjects, internally oriented secure 
Muslim subjects, internally oriented insecure Muslim 
'] 
subjects, externally oriented secure Muslim subjects and 
externally oriented insecure Muslim subjects. 
Prolonged deprivation scale, developed and standardized 
by Misra and Tripathi (1977), was administered on these eight 
groups of subjects. In each group the subjects whose scores 
on PDS fell on or below 1st quartile were considered as non-
deprived subjects and the subjects whose score fell on or 
above 3rd quartile were considered as deprived subjects. Thus 
on the basis of their scores on PDS, each group was divided 
into two groups to form sixteen group of subjects as 
mentioned above. 
Tools: Following tools were used in the present study. 
(1) Internal-External Control Scale (I-E Scale): Hindi 
version of I-E scale, developed by Rotter (1960), was 
employed to determine internally oriented and externally 
oriented subjects. The scale is 29 items, forced choice test 
including six filler items intended to make somewhat more 
ambiguous the purpose of the test. 
A careful reading of the items makes it clear that the 
items deal exclusively with the subjects belief about the 
nature of the world, i.e. they are concerned with the 
subjects expectations about how-reinforcement is controlled 
i2 
Consequently, the test is considered to be a measure of a 
generalized expectancy. 
The I-E scale was administered with the following 
instructionjs ; 
"This is a questionnaire to find out the way in which 
certain important events in our society affect different 
people, each item consists of a pair of alternatives lettered 
'a' or 'b'. Please select the one statement of each pair 
which you more strongly believe to be the case as far as you 
are concerned. Be sure to select the one you actually believe 
to be more true rather than the one you think you should 
choose or the one you would like to be true. This is a 
measure of personal belief, obviously there are no right or 
wrong answers. 
Your answer to the items on this inventory are to be 
recorded on a separate answer sheet which is loosely inserted 
in the booklet. Remove this answer sheet now. Print your 
name and any other information requested by the examiner on 
the answer sheet, then finish reading these directions. Do 
not open the booklet until you are told to so. 
Please answer these items carefully but do not spend 
too much time on any one item. Be sure to find any answer for 
every choice. Find the number of the item on the answer sheet 
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and blacken the space under the number 1 or 2 which you 
choose as the statement more true. In some instances you may 
discover that you believe both statements or neither one. In 
such cases, be sure to select the one you more strongly 
believe to be the case as far as you are concerned. Also try 
to respond to each item independently when making your 
choice, do not be influenced by your previous choice". The 
score is the total number of external choice made by the 
subjects. 
(2) Security-Insecurity Test (S-I Test): Maslow (1952) 
security-insecurity test, that was adapted to Indian 
situation by Kureshi (1971) was used to determine the feeling 
of security-insecurity of the subjects. Kureshi (1971) 
adapted and shortened the test by means of a pilot study in 
which the test was administered on 40 subjects and item 
analysis was carried out by means of point biserial 
correlation coefficient. The item showing significant 
correlation with the total scores as the criterion 
constituted the final form. All 49 items were retained in the 
adapted version of S-I test. The reliability of the adapted 
version of the security test was determined by the split half 
method which came to .90. 
The scoring system of the test is very easy. Each item 
of the test possess three alternative answers and the subject 
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has to tick (_/) on anyone alternative out of three responses 
given for each item. These are "Yes", "No" and "Undecided" 
and weights 1, 2, 0 are assigned to the responses 
respectively. The total score for a subject is the sums of 
the weights he secures for each statement. 
Prolonged Deprivation Scale (PDS): Prolonged deprivation 
scale, developed and standardized by Misra and Tripathi 
(1977) was used to determine the magnitude of deprivation. 
This scale measures various areas of life in which 
deprivation occurs. It is a five point scale consisting of 
ninty-six items covering fifteen dimensions of prolonged 
deprivation, namely (1) Housing (2) Home environment (3) 
Economic sufficiency (4) Food (5) Clothing (6) Formal 
Educational experiences (7) Childhood experiences (8) Rearing 
experiences (9) Characteristics of parents (10) Interaction 
with parents (11) Motivational experiences (12) Emotional 
experiences (13) Travel and recreation (14) Religious 
experiences and (15) Socio-cultural experiences. 
Prejudice Scale: Prejudice scale recently developed by Qamar 
Jahan, Bhardwaj and Saeeduzzafar (1986) was used to assess 
the magnitude of communal prejudice of the subjects. 
The scoring of the test is very easy and quantitative 
type. Each item of the scale possess five alternative answers 
and the subject has to tick (_/) on any one alternative out 
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of five responses given for each item. More specifically, the 
subject has to select one of the five possible responses to 
each item. These are: 'too much', 'much', 'normally', 'less' 
and least and weight of five, four, three, two and one are 
assigned to the responses respectively. When an item is 
stated in such a way that a response of "too much" indicates 
least prejudiced attitudes the order of weights are reversed. 
In other words, a prejudiced responses always receives a 
higher weight and non-prejudiced response always receives a 
lower weight. Thus, the higher the score an individual 
obtains on the scale, highly prejudiced he would be. The 
total score for a subject is the sum of the weights he 
secures for each statement. 
Procedure: Prejudice scale developed by Qamar Jahan, Bhardwaj 
and Saeeduzzafar (1986) was administered on all the sixteen 
group of subjects namely Internal secure non-deprived Hindu, 
External secure non-deprived Hindu, Internal insecure non-
deprived Hindu, External insecure non-deprived Hindu, 
Internal secure deprived Hindu, External secure deprived 
Hindu, Internal insecure deprived Hindu, External insecure 
deprived Hindu, Internal secure-non-deprived Muslim, External 
secure non-deprived Muslim, Internal-insecure non-deprived 
Muslim, External insecure non-deprived Muslim, Internal 
secure deprived Muslim, External secure deprived Muslim, 
9 6 
Internal insecure deprived Muslim and External insecure 
deprived Muslim. There were 25 subjects in each group. 
The test was administered group wise with the following 
instructions: 
"This scale consists of few statements. Each statement 
is followed by five alternative responses namely (i) too much 
(ii) much (iii) normally (iv) less (v) least. You are 
required to read each statement carefully and mark a tick 
(_/) on one of the five responses with which you agree. It is 
important to note that you have to answer each statement in 
the context of other religious community - the community with 
which you do not belong. Since there is no time limit, 
therefore, you are requested to try to answer each statement. 
I assure you that your answer would be kept secret. Please 
read the instruction carefully, given on the cover page of 
the scale. Do you understand? 
As soon as the subjects finished their task, the test 
was collected from them and scoring was done. As mentioned 
elsewhere the total score for each subject is the sum of the 
weights he secures for each statement. 
The data, thus, obtained were tabulated group wise and 
were statistically analysed to draw necessary inferences. 
Cbpter-IV 
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ANALYSIS OF DATA AND INTERPRETATION OF THE RESULTS 
As mentioned in the preceding chapter, a 2x2x2x2 
factorial design of experiment was employed in the present 
study. Four independent variables i.e. religion, locus of 
control, security-insecurity and prolonged deprivation, each 
varying in two ways, were used. The two type of religionn 
were (a) llinduiBiii and (b) lalnni. LOCUD of control wao varied 
by selecting (a) internally oriented and (b) externally 
oriented subjects. The third independent variable i.e. 
security insecurity was varied in two ways by selecting (a) 
secured and (b) insecured subjects. The two values of 
prolonged deprivation were (a) deprived and (b) non-deprived. 
Thus there were 16 groups of subjects namely 
Internal-secure-deprived-Hindu subjects (ISDHS), Internal-
secure-non-deprived Hindu subjects (ISNDHS), Internal-
insecure deprived-Hindu subjects (IINDHS), Internal-insecure-
non-deprived Hindu subjects (IINDHS), External-secure-
deprived Hindu subjects (ESDHS), External secure non-deprived 
Hindu subjects (ESNDHS), External insecure deprived Hindu-
subjects (EINDHS), External insecure non-deprived Hindu 
subjects (EINDHS), Internal secure-deprived Muslim subjects 
(ISDMS), Internal-secure non-deprived Muslim subjects 
(ISNMS), Internal-insecure-deprived Muslim subjects (IIDMS), 
Internal-insecure-non-deprived Muslim subjects (IINMS), 
External secure-deprived Muslim subjects (ESDMS), External 
secure-non-deprived Muslim Subject (ESNMS) , External 
insecure-deprived Muslim subjects (EIDMS) and External inse-
cure-non-deprived Muslim subjects (EINMS). These sixteen 
groups were given prejudice scale and the scores obtained by 
them were tabulated group-wise. Keeping in view the objective 
of the present research, appropriate statistical technique, 
i.e. analysis of variance was used to draw necessary infer-
ences. Thus F-ratios were calculated for the variation of 
each independent variable and also for any possible interac-
tion among the four independent variables. 
The raw scores obtained by sixteen groups of subjects 
on prejudice scale are given in Table I, their mean scores in 
Table 11(a), Table 11(b), Table 11(c) and Table 11(d) and F-
ratios in Table III. 
The F-ratio for religion variation is 3.00,' as shown 
in Table III, which is insignificant indicating that 
Hindu and Muslim group of subjects do not differ with respect 
to the degree of prejudice. Disregarding other variable i.e. 
locus of control, prolonged deprivation and security-
insecurity, we find in Table II (a) that the mean of the 
means for Hindu group is 58.81 (i.e. 61.20 + 62.56 + 67.44 + 
71.52 + 51.40 + 51.72 + 48.48 + 56.16/8) and the mean of the 
means for Muslim group is 56.54 (i.e. 67.64 + 71.84 + 57.32 + 
68.80 + 47.64 + 51.92 + 37.72 + 49.44/8). Since the mean of 
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Table-Ill Showing F ratios 
Source of Sum of 
variation Squares 
df 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
I 
1 
384 
Mean 
Squares 
515.29 
127.69 
27989.29 
3180.96 
2819.61 
394.01 
519.84 
252.81 
961.00 
12.96 
334.89 
33.64 
7.84 
36.00 
31.36 
171.72 
F 
3.00 
0.74 
162.99 
18.52 
16.42 
5.21 
3.03 
1.47 
5.60 
0.07 
1.95 
0.19 
0.04 
0.21 
0.18 
Religion 515.29 
Locus of control 127.69 
Prolonged deprivation 27989.29 
Security-Insecurity 3180.96 
RxLC 2819.61 
RxPD 394.01 
RxS-I 519.84 
LCxPD 252.81 
LCxS-I 961.00 
PDxS-I 12.96 
RxLCxPD 334.89 
RxLcxS-I 33.64 
RxPDxS-I 7.84 
LcxPDxS-I 36.00 
RxLcxPDxS-I 31.36 
Error 65942.56 
Total 103659.75 399 
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Llie lueaiia Lor Hindu yroup oi aubjecta (i.e. bU.Ui) la more or 
less the same as the means for Muslim group of subjects (i.e. 
56.54), it can safely be concluded that the type of religion 
has no differential effect on the degree of prejudice. 
F-ratio for locus of control variation is 0.72 (Ref. 
Table III), which is also insignificant. The result shows that 
internal and external oriented subjects do not differ with 
respect to prejudice. Ignoring religion, prolonged 
deprivation and security-insecurity variables, it is found in 
Table II (b) that mean of the means for internally oriented 
group of subjects is 58.24 and the mean of the means for 
externally oriented group of subjects is 57.11. The mean of 
the means for internally oriented group of subjects does not 
markedly differ from the mean of the means for externally 
oriented group of subjects. It is, therefore, concluded that 
internally oriented subjects do not differ from externally 
oriented subjects with respect to the degree of prejudice. 
F-ratio for prolong deprivation variation is 162.99 
(Ref. Table III) which is significant at .01 level. The 
result suggests that deprived and non-deprived subjects 
differ with respect to degree of prejudice. Disregarding 
religion, locus of control and security-insecurity variables, 
we find in Table (c) that mean of the means for deprived 
group of subjects is 66.04 and the mean of the means for 
O'l 
non-deprived group of subjects is 49.31. Since the mean of 
the means for the deprived group of subjects (i.e. 66.04) is 
markedly higher than the mean of means for non-deprived group 
of subjects (i.e. 49.31)^ it can safely be concluded that 
deprived subjects are more prejudiced than non-deprived 
subjects. 
F-ratio for security insecurity variation, as shown in 
Table III, is 18.52 which is also significant at .01 level. 
The result suggests that secure and insecure subjects differ 
with respect to the degree of prejudice. Ignoring religion, 
locus of control and prolonged deprivation variables, we find 
in Table II (d) that the mean of the means for secure 
subjects is 54.85 and the mean of the means for insecure 
subjects is 60.49. The mean of the means for secure subjects 
is much lower than the mean of the means for insecure 
subjects, it can, therefore, be concluded that secure 
subjects are less prejudiced than insecure subjects. 
F-ratio for interaction between religion and locus of 
control, as shown in Table III is 16.42 which is significant 
at .01 level. The results reveals the existence of an 
interactional effect of religion and locus of control on the 
degree of prejudice. By studying Figure 1.0 it becomes 
evident that the interaction between two variables (i.e 
religion and locus of control) does exist. In Figure 1.0 the 
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two types of religion variable (i.e. Hindu and Muslim) are 
shown on the horizontal axis. The data points represent mean 
score on prejudice scale obtained under four conditions: 
Point one is the mean for the Hindu internally oriented 
group; point two is for the Hindu externally oriented group; 
point three is the means for the Muslim internally 
oriented group; and point four is the mean for the Muslim 
externally oriented group. The line that connects point 1 and 
3 represents the mean prejudice score of the internally 
oriented subjects, half of them were Hindu and half were 
Muslim subjects.The line through points 2 and 4 represents 
the mean prejudice score of the externally oriented subjects, 
half of them were Hindus and the remaining half were 
Muslins. As is evident from Figure 1.0, the two horizontal 
lines are not parallel rather they cross each other. The 
Figure, therefore, reveals that Hindu internally oriented 
subjects are less prejudiced than Hindu externally oriented 
subjects, but Muslim externally oriented subjects are 
relatively less prejudiced than Muslim internally oriented 
subjects. Thus it is established beyond doubt that an 
international effect of religion and locus of control on 
prejudice exists. Same conclusion may also be drawn by 
turning over attention to Table IV (a). In Table IV (a), we 
find that the difference between mean prejudice scores 
obtained by Hindu internally oriented subjects and Muslim 
internally oriented subjects is 3.06 whereas the difference 
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between mean prejudice scores obtained by Hindu externally 
oriented subjects and Muslim externally oriented subjects is 
7.58. Since these two differences (i.e. 3.06 and 7.58) are 
markedly different, the interaction between two variables can 
not be ruled out. The same conclusion can be drawn by 
comparing differences in the other direction. Again the 
differences (i.e. 15.80 and 6.44) are not similar. 
Table IVa: Showing mean scores on prejudice scale obtained by 
Hindu internally oriented, Hindu externally 
oriented, Muslim internally oriented and Muslim 
externally oriented subjects. 
Conditions Hindu Muslim Difference 
Internal 
External 
Difference 
The Table III shows that the F-ratio for interaction 
between religion and prolonged deprivation is 5.21 which is 
significant at .05 level. The result indicates that there is 
an interactional effect of religion and prolonged deprivation 
on the degree of prejudice. 
In Figure 1.1 the two types of religion (i.e. Hindu and 
Muslim) are shown on the horizontal axis. The data points 
represent means of the four conditions; point 1 is the mean 
for the Hindu deprived group of subjects, point 2 is for the 
5 6 . 7 0 
6 0 . 9 0 
1 5 . 8 0 
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Hindu non-deprived group of subjects; 3 is for the Muslim 
deprived group of subjects; and 4 is for Muslim non-deprived 
group of subjects. The line that connects point 1 and 3 
represents the mean prejudice score of the deprived subjects, 
half of them were Hindus and half were Muslins. The line 
through points 2 and 4 represents the mean prejudice score of 
the non-deprived subjects, half of them were Hindus and half 
of them were Muslims. As is evident from Figure 1.1, the 
variation in the degree of deprivation affects prejudice 
scores, for both lines are not parallel. Furthermore the 
difference between Hindu deprived group and Muslim deprived 
group (difference A) is much less than the difference between 
Hindu non-deprived group and Muslim non-deprived group 
(difference B ) . In other words, prejudice scores of subjects 
belonging to different religions are not independent of their 
degree of deprivation, hence an interactional effect of 
religion and prolonged deprivation exists on prejudice. In 
order to be sure about the existence of any interactional 
effect, the differences between the means of groups were 
computed. The means allotted in Figure 1.1 are specified in 
the cells of the Table IV (b). 
The Table IV(b) shows that the difference between Hindu 
deprived subjects and Muslim deprived subject is .72 and the 
difference between Hindu non-deprived subjects and Muslim 
non-deprived subjects is 5.26. Since these differences are 
1 in 
Table IV (b): Showing mean scores on prejudice scale obtained 
by Hindu deprived, Hindu non-deprived, Muslim 
deprived and Musliin non-deprived groups. 
Conditions Hindu Muslim Differences 
Deprived 
Non-deprived 
6 5 . 6 8 
5 1 . 9 4 
6 6 . 4 0 
4 6 . 6 8 
.72 
5 .26 
Differences 13.74 19.72 
not the same, it can be concluded that an interaction exists 
between religion and prolonged deprivation. The same 
conclusion may be drawn by comparing differences in the other 
direction i.e. 13.74 and 19.72 are markedly different and 
interaction exists. 
F-ratio for interaction between religion and security 
insecurity, as shown in Table III, is 3.03 which is 
statistically insignificant. The result suggests that there 
is no interactional effect of religion and security-
insecurity on the degree of prejudice as shown in Figure 1.2. 
In Figure 1.2, the two types of religion (i.e. Hindu 
and Muslim) are shown on the horizontal axis. The data points 
represent means of the four conditions: Point 1 is the mean 
for the Hindu secure group; Point 2 is for the Hindu insecure 
group; point 3 is for the Muslim secure group and point 4 is 
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for the Muslim insecure group. The line that connects points 
1 and 3 represents the mean prejudice score of secure sub-
jects half of them were Hindus and half were Muslims. On the 
other hand, the line that connects points 2 and 4 
represents the mean prejudice score of insecure subjects 
half of them were Hindus and half were Muslims. Since these 
two lines are not: ln<ittraeeting each other, it is safely 
concluded that there is no interactional effect of religion 
and security-insecurity on the degree of prejudice. As a 
counter check, it is evident from Figure 1.2 and Table IV (c) 
that the difference between Hindu-secure and Muslim-secure 
group is 4.55 which is not higher enough than the difference 
between Hindu insecure subjects and Muslim insecure subjects 
(i.e. .01) to make the interactional effect significant. The 
same results are obtained when differences in the other 
direction are compared, i.e., the difference between Hindu 
secure and Hindu insecure (i.e. 3.36 ref. Table IV c) is not 
greater enough than the difference between Muslim secure and 
Muslim insecure subjects (i.e. 7.92 ref. Table IV c) to make 
the interactional effect significant. These results clearly 
indicate the non-existence of an interactional effect of 
religion and security-insecurity on prejudice. However the 
results show a trend in favour of an interactional effect, 
though the trend is not statistically significant. 
1 13 
Table IV (c): Showing mean scores on prejudice scale obtained 
by Hindu-secure. Hindu-insecure, Muslim-secure 
and Muslim-Insecure groups. 
Conditions 
Secure 
Insecure 
Differences 
Hindu 
57.13 
60.49 
3.36 
Muslim 
52.58 
60.50 
7.92 
Differences 
4.55 
.01 
F-ratio for interaction between locus of control and 
prolonged deprivation is 1.47 (Ref. Table HI) which is also 
insignificant. Result shows that there is no interactional 
effect of locus of control and prolonged deprivation on the 
degree of prejudice. 
In Figure 1.3, the values of locus of control (i.e. 
internal and external) are shown on the horizontal axis. The 
data points represent means of the four conditions: Point 1 
is the mean for the internally deprived group; Point 2 is for 
the Internally non-deprived group; Point 3 is for the 
Externally deprived group and point 4 is for the Externally 
non-deprived group. The line that connects points 1 and 3 
represents the mean prejudice score of deprived subjects, 
half of them were internally oriented and half were 
externally oriented. The line that connects points 2 and 4 
represent the mean prejudice score of non-deprived subjects 
half of them were internally oriented and half of them were 
externally oriented subjects.Since these two lines are more or 
less parallel, it is concluded that there is no interactional 
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effect of locus of control and prolonged deprivation on the 
degree of prejudice. Moreover, it ia evident from Figure 1.3 
and Table IV(d) that the difference between Internally 
oriented deprived and Externally oriented deprived groups 
is .46 which is not smaller enough than the difference 
between Internally oriented non-deprived and externally 
oriented non-deprived groups (i.e. 2.72) to make the 
interactional effect significant. The same results are 
obtained when differences in the other direction are compared 
i.e. the different between internally oriented deprived and 
internally oriented non-deprived groups (i.e. 15.14 ref. 
Table IV d) is more or less similar to the difference between 
externally oriented deprived and externally oriented non-
deprived groups (i.e. 18.32 ref. Table IV d). These results 
clearly indicate the non-existence of an interactional effect 
of locus of control and prolonged deprivation on prejudice. 
Table IV(d): Showing mean scores on prejudice scale obtained 
by Internal-deprived, Internal-non-deprived, 
External-deprived and External-non-deprived 
groups. 
Conditions Internal External Difference 
Deprived 65.81 66.27 .46 
Non-deprived 50.67 47.95 2.72 
Differences 15.14 18.32 
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F-ratio for interaction between locus of control and 
security-insecurity, as shown in Table III, is 5.60 which 
is significant at .05 level. The result suggests the presence 
of an interactional effect of locus of control and security-
insecurity on the degree of prejudice. In Figure 1.4 the two 
values of locus of control variable (i.e. internal and exter-
nal) are shown on the horizontal axis. The data points 
represent means of the four conditions: point 1 is the mean 
for the Internally oriented secure group; point 2 is for the 
Internally oriented insecure group; point 3 is for the 
Externally oriented secure group and point 4 is for the 
Externally oriented insecure group. The line that connects 
points 1 and 3 represents the prejudice score of secure 
subjects-half of them were internally oriented and half were 
externally oriented. The line that connects points 2 and 4 
represents the mean prejudice score of insecure subjects half 
of them were internally oriented and other half of them were 
externally oriented. Since these two lines are not parallel, 
it is concluded that there is an interactional effect of 
locus of control and feelings of security insecurity on the 
degree of prejudice. As a counter check, it is evident from 
Figure 1.4 and Table IV (e) that the difference between 
internal secure and external secure subjects is 4.23 whereas 
the difference between internal insecure and external 
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insecure subjects is 1.97. Since these differences and the 
differences in the other direction are not similar, it is, 
therefore, established beyond doubt that an interactional 
effect of locus of control and security-insecurity on 
prejudice exists. 
Table IV(e)z Showing mean scores on prejudice scale obtained 
by Internal secure. External secure. Internal 
insecure and External insecure groups of 
subjects: 
Internal External 
Secure 56.97 52.74 4.23 
Insecure 59.51 61.48 1.97 
2.54 8.74 
F-ratio for interaction between prolonged deprivation 
and security-insecurity is 0.07 (Ref. Table III) which is 
insignificant. The result indicates that there is no interac-
tional effect between prolonged deprivation and security-
insecurity on the degree of prejudice. This lack of 
interaction may be verified by plotting the means on a graph 
paper. On the horizontal axis, we have shown the two values 
of the prolonged deprivation variable. The data points 
represent means of the four conditions: Point 1 is the mean 
prejudice score obtained by deprived secure group, point 2 is 
the mean prejudice score obtained by Deprived insecure group; 
11 'J 
point 3 is the mean prejudice score obtained by Non-deprived 
secure group and point 4 is the mean prejudice score obtained 
by Non-deprived insecure group. The line that connects point 
1 and 3 represent mean prejudice score of secure subjects, 
half of them were deprived and half were non-deprived 
subjects. The line through points 2 and 4 represents the mean 
prejudice score of insecure subjects, half of them were 
deprived and half were non-deprived subjects. Figure 1.5 
reveals that insecure subjects are more prejudiced than 
secure subjects independent of their degree of deprivation. 
Moreover, the difference between secure deprived and secure 
non-deprived is more or less the same as the difference 
between insecure deprived and insecure non-deprived. The same 
is true when we compare the differences in other direction 
(see Table IV f). 
Table IV(f): Showing mean scores on prejudice scale obtained 
by secure deprived, secure-non-deprived, 
insecure deprived and insecure-non-deprived-
groups. 
Conditions Deprived Non-deprived Differences 
Secure 
Insecure 
Differences 
63.40 
68.68 
5.28 
4 6 . 3 1 
5 2 . 3 1 
6 . 0 0 
1 7 . 0 9 
1 6 . 3 7 
The prejudice score of the subjects who were secure or 
insecure are thus independent of the degree of deprivation. 
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It is therefore, concluded that no interaction exists between 
prolonged deprivation and security-insecurity. 
F-ratio for interaction among religion, locus of 
control and prolonged deprivation, as shown in Table III, is 
1.95 which is insignificant. To examine the nature 
of religion, locus of control x prolonged deprivation, 
we consider locus of control x prolonged deprivation 
interaction separately for each type of religion as shown in 
Table IV (g). 
Table IV(g); Two way Table of means for locus of control and 
prolonged deprivation for each type of religion. 
Conditions Hindu Muslim 
Deprived Non-deprived Deprived Non-deprived 
Internal 61.88 51.56 69.74 49.70 
External 69.48 52.32 63.06 43.58 
The graph for internal orientation and external 
orientation against prolonged deprivation for Hinduism is 
shown in Figure 1.6 and the graph for internal orientation 
and external orientation against prolonged deprivation for 
Islam religion is shown in Figure 1.7. When we examine the 
locus of control x prolonged deprivation interaction 
separately for each type of religion, we find that these 
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interactions are almost of the same form for each type of 
religion. It can be, therefore, concluded that the religion x 
locus of control x prolonged deprivation interaction is not 
significant. Furthermore, it may also be noted that the forms 
of the graphs in Figures 1.6 and 1.7 are more or less 
similar. This finding also leads us to conclude that there is 
no interactional effect of religion x locus of control x 
prolonged deprivation. 
F-ratio for interaction among religion, locus of 
control and security-insecurity, as shown in Table III, is 
0.19 which is also insignificant. To examine the nature of 
the religion x locus of control x security insecurity 
interaction, we have considered locus of control x security -
insecurity interaction separately for each type of religion 
as shown in Table IV (h). 
Table IV(h): Showing two way table of means for locus of 
control and security-insecurity for each type 
of religion. 
Conditions Hindu Muslim 
Secure Insecure Secure Insecure 
Internal 56.30 57.14 57.64 61.88 
External 58.16 63.84 47.52 59.12 
1?5 
The graph for security and insecurity against locus of 
control for Hindu religion is shown in Figure 1.8 and the 
graph for security and insecurity against locus of control 
for Muslim is shown in Figure 1.9. As is evident from 
Figures 1.8 and 1.9, the locus of control x security-
insecurity interactions for each type of religion are of the 
same form. It may, therefore, be safely concluded that no 
interaction exists among religion, locus of control and 
security-insecurity. 
F-ratio for interaction among religion, prolonged 
deprivation and security-insecurity is 0.04 (see Table III) 
which is statistically insignificant. To examine the nature 
of the religion x prolonged deprivation x security-
insecurity, we have considered prolonged deprivation x 
security-insecurity interaction separately for each type of 
religion as shown in Table VI(i). 
Table IV(i): Showing two way table of means for prolonged-
deprivation and security-insecurity for each 
type of religion. 
Conditions Hindu Muslim 
Secure Insecure Secure Insecure 
Deprived 64.32 67.04 62.48 70.32 
Non-deprived 49.94 53.94 42.68 50.68 
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The graph for deprivation and non-deprivation against 
security-insecurity for Hindu religion is shown in Figure 2.0 
and the graph for deprivation and non-deprivation against 
security-insecurity for Islam religion is shown in Figure 
2.1. When we examine the prolonged deprivation x security 
insecurity interaction separately for each type of religion, 
we find that these interactions are of the same form for each 
type of religion. It is, therefore, concluded that the 
religion x prolonged deprivation x security-insecurity 
interaction is not significant. Furthorniore, it may alBo bo 
noted that the forms of the graph in Figures 2.0 and 2.1 are 
fairly similar. This findings is also consistent with the 
non-significance of the religion x prolonged deprivation x 
security-insecurity interaction. 
F-ratio for interaction among locus of control, 
prolonged deprivation and security-insecurity as shown in 
Table III, is 0.21 which is insignificant. In order 
to examine the nature of the locus of control x 
prolonged deprivation x security-insecurity interaction, we 
have considered the prolonged deprivation x security-
insecurity interactions separately for each level of locus 
of control as shown in Table IV(j). 
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Table IV(j): Showing two way table of means for prolonged 
deprivation and security-insecurity for each 
level of locus of control 
Conditions Internal External 
Secure Insecure Secure Insecure 
Deprived 
Non-deprived 
64.42 
49.52 
67.20 
51.77 
62.38 
43.10 
70.16 
52.80 
The graph for deprived and non-deprived against 
security-insecurity for internallty is shown in Figure 2.2 
and the graph for deprivation and non-deprivation against 
security-insecurity for externality is shown in Figure 2.3. 
As is evident from Figures 2.2 and 2.3, the prolonged 
deprivation x security-insecurity interaction for each level 
of locus of control are almost of the same form. It is 
therefore concluded that no interaction exists among locus of 
control, prolonged deprivation, and security-insecurity. 
F-ratio for interaction among religion, locus of 
control, prolonged deprivation and security-insecurity, is 
O.lfl (see Table III) which is also insignificant. In 
order to examine the nature of the religion x locus of 
control X prolonged deprivation x security-insecurity 
interaction, we have considered locus of control x prolonged 
13^ 
tu 
cr 
o 
u 
I/) 
(u 
o 
a 
—t 
UJ 
cr 
a. 
z 
< 
UJ 
100 
80 
60 
4 0 
20 
LCXPDX 5 - 1 
INTERNALS 
DEPRIVED NON-DEPRIVED 
Fig. 2.2 
1 ^ i 
too 
80 
ui 
a. 
o 
u 
tn 
uj 6 0 
o 
a 
3 
UJ 
tr 
a 
2 
< 
UJ 
40 
20 
oL 
L C X P D X S - l 
EXTERNALS 
I ± 
DEPRIVED NON-DEPRIVED 
Fig. 2.3 
] -^-1 
deprivation interaction, locus of control x security-
insecurity interaction and prolonged deprivation x security-
insecurity interaction separately for each type of religion 
as shown in Tables IV(g), IV(h), and IV(i). 
The graph for internality and externality against 
prolonged deprivation for Hindu religion is shown in Figure 
1.6 and the graph for internality and externality against 
prolonged deprivation for Muslims is shown in Figure 1.7. The 
graph for internality and externality against security 
insecurity for Hindu religion is shown in Figure 1.8 and the 
graph for internality and externality against security-
insecurity for Muslim is shown in Figure 1.9. Similarly the 
graph for deprivation and non-deprivation against security-
insecurity for Hindu religion is shown in Figure 2.0 and the 
graph for deprivation and non-deprivation against security-
insecurity for Muslim is shown in Figure 2.1 As discussed 
earlier locus of control x prolonged deprivation interaction, 
locus of control x security-insecurity interaction and 
prolonged deprivation x security-insecurity interaction for 
each type of religion are more or less of the same forms 
(refer Figures 1.6, 1.7, 1.8, 1.9 and 2.0, 2.1), it is, 
therefore, concluded that no interaction exists among 
religion locus of control, prolonged deprivation and 
security-insecurity. 
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DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
The main findings of the present research are: (1) 
Hindus and Muslims do not differ with respect to prejudice 
(2) internally oriented and externally oriented subjects do 
not differ with respect to prejudice; (3) deprived subjects 
are found to be more prejudiced than non-deprived subjects 
(4) insecure subjects are more prejudiced than secure 
subjects; (5) there is an interactional effect of religion 
and locus of control on the degree of prejudice; (6) there is 
an interactional effect of religion and prolonged deprivation 
on the degree of prejudice; (7) there is no interactional 
effect of religion and security-insecurity on the degree of 
prejudice; (8) no interaction exists between locus of 
control and prolonged deprivation on the degree of 
prejudice; (9) there is an interactional effect of locus of 
control and security-insecurity on the degree of prejudice; 
(10) no interaction exists between prolonged deprivation 
and security-insecurity on the degree of prejudice 
(11) no interaction exists among religion, locus of 
control and prolonged deprivation on the degree of prejudice; 
(12) no interaction exists among religion, locus of control 
and security-insecurity on the degree of prejudice; (13) 
no interaction exists among religion, prolonged deprivation 
and security-insecurity on the degree of prejudice; (14) no 
interaction exists among locus of control; prolonged 
13f, 
deprivation and security-insecurity on the degree of 
prejudice; and (15) no interaction exists among religion, 
locus of control, prolonged deprivation and security-
insecurity on the degree of prejudice. 
The first finding of the present study i.e. Hindus and 
Muslims do not differ with respect to prejudice, is an 
addition do the existing controversial findings regarding 
the role of religion in the development of prejudice. It may 
be recalled that foreign as well as Indian researchers have 
yielded inconsistent results. Investigators like Allport and 
Kramer (1946), Bettelheim and Janowitz (1950), Goldsen et. 
al. (1960) and Merton (1940), have reported that religious 
individuals are more prejudiced than the individuals with no 
religious affiliation. These findings, are, however, not 
confirmed by Mackenzie (1948) and Rosenblith (1949). 
Similarly many investigators have found differences among 
different religious groups on their prejudices against jews 
(Aderno et. al. 1950, Campbell, 1947; and Harlen, 1942). 
The roBcarches comparing the roiigiouo group in the 
Indian context have also obtained conflicting results. Many 
investigators have reported that Muslims, as compared to 
hindus, have more prejudices (Adinarayan, 1953; Chaudhary, 
1958; Enayatullah, 1980; Hassan, 1975, 1978; Hassan and 
Singh, 1973, Singh, 1980). Other investigators, on .the other 
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hand, have failed to conform these findinys (Natraj, 1965; 
Sarkar and Hassan, 1973, 1974-1975, Chatterjee et. al. 1967) 
Qamar Jahan 1986, 1987-1988. 
The contradictions in the findings regarding the role 
of religion in the development of prejudice may be due to the 
fact that most of the studies have not controlled factors 
like religiosity education, sex and social class. For 
instance Allport and Ross (1967) have shown that the relation 
between religiosity and prejudice is influenced by education. 
However, in the present study these potent factors were 
fairly controlled and even then the findings of the present 
research are not in agreement with the findings obtained by 
numerous researchers like Rama Sharma (1988) and Qamar Jahan 
(1988). Rama Sharma (1988) has found that Hindus are more 
prejudiced than Muslims whereas Qamar Jahan (1988) has 
reported just opposite results i.e. Muslim are more 
prejudiced than Hindus, though in both these studies factors 
like religiosity, education and sex were controlled. We, 
therefore, firmly believe that contradictions between the 
findings obtained by Rama Sharma (1988, and Qamar Jahan 
(1988) and those of the present investigation are simply due 
to the differences in the population from which the samples 
were drawn in the present study and in the study undertaken by 
Qamar Jahan. It may be noted that Qamar Jahan selected her 
sample from undergraduate students of Abdul Islam Inter 
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College and Kaushalya Inter College Moradabad, where memories 
of communal riots might still be fresh in the minds of 
Muslims who were great sufferer in these riots. The magnitude 
of communal riots in Moradabad might have injected a far 
reaching dejection in the already demoralized and frustrated 
minds of the Muslims. Probably their frustration, 
demoralization and sense of insecurity provided the ground 
for the growth of communal hatred and prejudice. The sample 
of the present study, on the other hand, was drawn from the 
undergraduate students of Aligarh Muslim University and D.S. 
Degree College, Aligarh. Fortunately Aligarh has not 
witnessed any communal riot for the last several years and 
therefore Muslims might have become liberal in their 
attitudes towards Hindus. 
A matter of fact both Hinduism and Islam are the 
religions that teach brotherhood, honesty, equality and 
respect to all other religions. Thus a "true hindu" and a 
"true Muslim" are not expected to develop prejudices towards 
the member of any religion, caste, and creed. The finding of 
the present study is in accordance to this expectations. Both 
hindu and muslim subjects in the present research have shown 
a very low degree of prejudice as is indicated by the fact 
that majority of them have scored much lower than the mid 
point of the prejudice scale. 
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Allport (1954) has carefully studied the role of 
religion in prejudice. According to him, "the role of 
religion" is paradoxical, it makes prejudice and it unmakes 
prejudice. He has argued that there are two types of 
religiosity namely "institutionalized" and "interiorized". 
Persons with institutionalized religious outlook are 
influenced more by political and social aspect of 
religiosity. They adhere to religion because it is a safe, 
powerful and superior in group. Such type of religiosity 
tends to be associated with prejudice; persons with 
interiorized out look, on the other hand, are personally 
absorbed in their religion. They adhere to religion because 
its basic creed of brotherhood expresses the ideals one 
sincerely belief in. Persons with such religious outlook 
tend to be more tolerant and less prejudiced. These 
observations of Allport may be used to interpret present 
finding. It appears that Hindu and Muslim subjects of present 
study adhere to religion because they sincerely belief in the 
noble ideals of their religions rather than to gain some 
immediate practical advantages. They have developed what 
Allport has called interiorized religiods outlook and 
therefore they are not influenced by political and social 
aspects of religiosity and consequently they have not 
developed prejudiced attitude. 
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The first finding of the present investigation may also 
be explained in terms of amount of correct religious 
information possessed by the members of different religions. 
A large number of studies have reported a negative 
correlation between religious information and prejudice 
(Closson, 1930; Murphy & Likert, 1938, Netler , 1946; Reckless 
and Bringen, 1933; Singh, 1972; Watson, 1929). These 
researchers have reported that prejudiced persons have very 
little correct information about their own and other 
religions whereas unprejudiced persons have more correct 
information not only of their own religion but also of other 
religions. The sample of the present study consists of 
college students where one should reasonably expect that the 
subjects irrespective of their religion would be well 
informed not only of their own religion but also of other 
religions. Thus religious information along with education 
might have liberalized attitudes of hindus and muslims 
subjects towards each other. The finding of the present 
research in a sense provides empirical support to ttie 
findings obtained by numerous researchers who have shown an 
inverse correlation between prejudice and religious 
information (Allport, 1954; Jha, 1972; Photiadis, 1962, 
Prasad, 1972; Rose, 1948; Stember, 1961; Tumin, 1961, 
Williams, 1964). 
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The second finding of the present research) i.e. 
internally oriented and externally oriented subjects do not 
differ with respect to prejudice, is contrary to our 
expectations. Numerous investigators have reported that 
externally oriented subjects are more anxious, self centered, 
exhibit little concern for the needs and interests of 
others, have stereotyped thinking, lack self discipline, are 
hostile and aggressive than internally oriented subjects 
(Watson, 1967; Huntras and Scharf, 1970; Sadowski and Wenzoi, 
1982; Chaudhary, 1986) . Since these characteristics found in 
externally oriented subjects are positively related to 
prejudice (Siegal, 1954; Rokeach, 1960) it may be, therefore, 
expected that externally oriented subjects should be more 
prejudiced than internally oriented subjects. The finding is 
not only contrary to our expectations but is also indirectly 
contrary to the findings obtained by Watson, 1967; Huntras 
and Scharf (1970). Sadowaski & Wenzel (1982) and Chaudhary 
(1986), who have found externally oriented subjects more 
anxious, more aggressive, self centered and exhibit little 
concern for the needs and interests of others. The finding, 
however may be explained in the light of the findings which 
have demonstrated that people may change their locus of 
control. As advocated by Lefcourt (1976), locus of control is 
not a characteristic to be discovered within'i individuals. It 
is a construct, a working tool in social learning theory 
1 A? 
which allows for an interpertation of remarks made by people 
in response to questions about causality. People do change 
their minds or constructions about many things though they as 
often revert to prior positions, or remains steadfast in 
their positions despite some times over whelming reasons for 
changing. It is easier to comprehend both the stability in 
changes of our construction if they are regarded as 
constructions rather than as traits, or other less variable 
internal attributes. 
A large number of researches have shown their interests 
in the process which can alter one's locus of control. Harvey 
(1971), Gorman (1968) and McArthur (1970), for instance, have 
studied the processes which bring about a change in one's 
locus of control. These studies demonstrated that locus of 
control scores shift with relevant environmental events. 
Other investigations have made deliberate attempts to alter 
locus of control among students of different age groups. 
Thus Reimanis (1971) and Decharms (1972) designed their 
studies in which deliberate attempts were made to alter locus 
of control of the subjects. Doth the researchers have shown 
that locus of control can be altered by training programme. 
In view of the findings mentioned above, it is 
suggested that absence of difference between internal and 
externals with respect to prejudice may be due to the 
operations of the processes which might have altered the 
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locus of control of the sample of subjects used in the 
present study. By the time prejudice scale was administered 
on internal and external groups of subjects a shift might 
have taken place from external to internal end of the 
continuum and consequently no significant difference between 
internal end external with respect of prejudice might have 
been found. 
The third finding of the present research i.e. deprived 
subjects are more prejudiced than non-deprived subjects, is 
in consonance with our expectations. It may be recalled here 
that members of a particular social group or community are 
not subjected to identical interactions with identical 
intensity and extent, nor live in identical habitat. In 
fact, socio-cultural life in any setting can be 
conceptualized as a continuum at one end of which lie those 
who have all the physical, social, economic and other 
facilities for the fulfilment of their biogenic as well 
socio-genic needs leading to varying experiences in life, 
while on the other end lie those who are materialistically, 
socially and psychologically handicapped for fulfilment of 
these needs and acquisition of diverse experiences. The 
persons lying on the first end of socio-cultural continuum 
are considered as non-deprived persons and those on the other 
end are deprived persons. During the past three decades there 
has been tremendous spurt in psychological research on 
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culturally deprived and impoverished communities and social 
groups In United States of America (Deutnch, 1960; Hess and 
Shipman, 1965; Vera John, 1963; Keller, 1963); in Israel 
(Smilansky, 1964), in England (Bernstien, 1960), in Latin 
American countries (Lewis, 1965), in Czeschoslovakia 
(Matezeck and Langraeier, 1965) and in Mexico (Lewis, 1961). 
These studies have been initiated as a consequence of growing 
awareness that there is a pressing need for improving the lot 
of deprived people on the one hand and as an outcome of 
growing curiosity among social scientists for understanding 
the effects of deprivational environment on behavioural and 
social processes. In India attempts have been made at 
studying the relationship between socio-economic factors and 
personality traits (Joshi and Singh, 1966; Lai, 1968), 
between socio-economic factors and intelligence (Chopra, 
1970; Sewall, Shah, 1967; Mathur and Hundal, 1972), between 
socio-economic factors and character-traits, anxiety and 
hostility (Mouhanty, 1967), effects of caste and social class 
have been explored in relation to achievement and 
intelligence (Sharma, 1972; Gokulnathan, 1970; Pandey, 1970), 
in relation to attitude (Anant, 1972; Toha and Srivastava, 
1971) and in relation to motivation (Meade and Singh, 1970; 
Shrivastava & Tiwari 1967; Muthayya 1971). Among the various 
findings of these studies, the most important and relevant 
findings are that deprived subjects are more anxious and 
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hostile and are more prone to develop unfavourable attitudes 
than non-deprived subjects. Moreover deprived subjects are 
likely to develop feelings of inadequacy, inferiority and 
insecurity and unnecessary apprehensions and self de-
evaluation. As a matter of fact any individual who has these 
personality characteristics is highly unlikely 'to react 
adequately to social realities, situations and relations. 
Moreover, he is unlikely to respect the rights of other 
persons, to learn to get along with them, to develop 
friendship, to participate in social activities and to learn 
to respect the values and integrity of social customs and 
traditions. To hide or to justify these weakness, the peiBon 
is likely to develop certain defense mechanisms. He may 
project all his incapabilities on others and consequently may 
develop prejudiced attitudes toward certain group and 
community. Thus we may draw a logical conclusion that 
deprived individuals are more prejudiced than non-deprived 
individuals because (i) they are more anxious, (ii) they 
develop feelings of adequacy, inferiority and insecurity and 
(iii) they develop unnecessary apprehension and self de-
evaluation which inturn adversely affect their self 
perception. It is also interesting to note that even one 
personality correlate of deprived person i.e. anxiety, is 
sufficient to explain why deprived persons are more 
prejudiced than non-deprived persons, for it has been 
established by a number of researchers that there is a 
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positive correlation between anxiety and prejudice (e.g. 
Rokeach, 1960; Chatterjee et al., 1972; Hassan, 1975 and 
1978; Enayatullab, 1980; and Singh, 1980). 
The third finding of the present study provides 
empirical support to the observations made by Cowen, Lande 
and Sachaet (1959) who observed that subjective feelings of 
deprivation were more indicated of intense level of prejudice 
than the actual experiences of objective deprivation. The 
finding also provide indirect support to numerous research 
findings obtained by Indian as well as foreign researchers 
who have reported a negative correlation between prejudice 
and education (Allport, 1954; Phatiadis, 1962; Ross, 1948b; 
Tumin, 1961; Williams, 1964; Robert, 1965; Jha, 1972; Sinha 
and Sinha, I960; Prasad, 1972). These researchers have demon-
strated that education tends to lesser prejudice and 
liberalize socio-political attitudes. Here it may be 
recalled that construct of prolonged deprivation is 
multidimensional psycho-social construct embracing a wide 
range of environmental and organismic variables and refers to 
dispossession or loss of privileges, opportunities, matericiJ 
goods relatively for a long period and it identified 15 areas 
of deprivation, namely (1) housing condition (2) home 
environment (3) economic sufficiency (4) food (5) clothing 
(6) formal educational experiences (7) childhood experiences 
(8) rearing experiences (9)Parental characteristics (10) 
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interaction with pcirontfi (]]) mot 1 vnt i ono] oxporirnccn (]2) 
emotional experiences (13) religious experiences (14) 
travelling and recrciitjon and (15) Miscellaneous soclo-
cultural experiences. Though it was beyond the scope of the 
present research to identify in which areas of life the 
subjects of our study are deprived of; we have used deprived 
and non-deprived subjects taken into account the total 
deprivation score. Thus it is possible that deprived subjects 
might also be deprived in the area of education and economic 
sufficiency which in turn contributed in the development of 
prejudice attitude. 
The final possible explanation of the higher degree of 
prejudice shown by deprived subjects may be due to the fact 
that deprivation of various kinds may inculcate a .sense of 
insecurity among the deprived subjects. This sense of insecu-
rity may cultivate the ground for the growth of prejudice 
attitude. This contention gains strength from the obbervation 
made by Stagner (1948), who remarked "as the child encounters 
a majority of pleasant experiences, he tends to evolve a 
picture of himself in a warm friendly environment, where he 
is loved and cared for. By contrast, the child who 
experiences a great deal of frustration, pain, discomfort and 
uncertainty may be described as developing a picture of 
himself surrounded by dangers, threats and impending 
catastrophe. The two extremes of this dimension are called 
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security and insecurity respectively". In other words, if an 
individual encounters pleasant experiences, he develops a 
sense of security whereas when he is deprived of these 
pleasant experiences he develops a sense of insecurity. 
Moreover there is sufficient body of evidence to the effect 
that there is positive correlation between prejudice and 
insecurity (Gough 1951a, 1951b, 1951c; Morse and Allport 
1952; Miller and Bugelski 1948; Lindzey 1950; Fishback and 
Singer 1957). In the light of observations made by Stagnar 
and empirical findings obtained by numerous researchers it is 
reasonable to eiseunie that deprivation of any kind may induce 
feelings of insecurity which inturn contribute in the 
development of pit-judices. The third findings of our research 
provides empirical support to this assumption. 
The fourth finding of the present research i.e. 
insecure subjects are more prejudiced than secure, provides 
empirical support to the dynamic reactions of insecure 
individuals as observed by Maslow (1942). According to Mas]ow 
the main reactions are (1) insecure individuals always have 
continued, never dying longing for security; (2) show rcvonyo 
reaction i.e. they hate every one and develop antagonistic 
attitudes towards others (3) show attack reactions i.e. they 
attack upon the situations which bring about the insecurity. 
This attack may be literal e.g. a physical attack upon a 
person or it may be more general, e.g. social radicalism to 
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chonyo the factor In coclety LhtiL btiiuj eiboul I lit- 1 iisecu r 1 Ly. 
In Other words, the person with these personality traits are 
more susceptible to develop prejudice and the finding of the 
present study conform it. 
To the best knowledge of the present investigator, no 
study except one by the author himself (Rama Sharma, 1988) 
has been undertaken in India to investigate the relationship 
between security-insecurity and communal prejudice. The 
fourth finding of our research is totally in agreement with 
the finding obtained by foreign researchers who have found 
positive correlation between prejudice and personal 
insecurity (Gough 1951a, 1951b, 1915c, Morse and Allport, 
1952; Miller and Bugelski, 1948; Lindzey, 1950; Fishback and 
Singer , 1957) . 
Moreover our previous finding (Rama Sharma, 1988) that 
insecure subjects are more prejudiced than secure subjects 
is, further, strengthened by the findings of the present 
study. 
As mentioned earlier, it has been demonstrated t)y 
several investigators that prejudiced persons are anxious and 
maladjusted (Atlus and Tefejian, 1953; Siegal , 1954; Cooper, 
1956; Rokeach, 1960; Qamar Jahan, 1988) . In other words 
anxious and ma]-adjusted persons aro more iikely to develop 
prejudice attitude than non-axious and adjusted people. It 
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has also been denionstrated by numerous investi cjcitors that 
insecure persons are more anxious and mal-adjusted than 
Becure pertionB. For Instance, Khalique (J961) lound Lh.it 
insecure persons were more anxious than secure persons and 
Ahmad (1965-66) and Naqvi (1980), demonstrated that secure 
subjects were adjusted whereas insecure subjects were 
maladjusted. Since insecure subjects are found to be anxious 
and maladjusted, it is highly reasonable to assume that 
insecure subjects should be more prejudiced than secure 
subjects. The finding of our investigation provides emperical 
evidence to this assumption. 
Our investigation also provides indirect support tothe 
findings obtained by Ahmad (1968-69), Hanfi (1974) who have 
found that insecure subjects show indiscip]jned behaviour 
whereas secure subjects show disciplined behaviour. As a 
matter of common sense prejudiced persons are not expected to 
be as disciplined in their behaviour as unprejudiced persons. 
Since insecure persons are found to indiscip]ined in their 
behaviour, they are likely to develop prejudiced attitude 
more readily than secure individuals. 
The final possible explanation of the higher degree of 
prejudice shown by insecure subjectB may be inherent in tJie 
very nature of insecure individuals. The examination of 
numerous specific characteristics of insecure individuals 
together with all the other observations and the cJinica] 
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data avaiJcibJe reveal that insecure persons perceive the 
world as a threatening jungle and most human beings as 
dangerous and selfish. They feel rejected and isolated. They 
are generally anxious, hostile and pessimistic and unhappy. 
They show sign of tension and conflicts, tend to turn inward, 
are troubled by guilt feelings. They have one or other 
disturbance of self esteem. They tend to be or actually are 
neurotic and are generally ego centric or selfish. In the 
light of these characteristics of insecure individuals it is 
not surprising to find that they are more prejudiced them 
secure individuals. 
Turning our attention to other findings of the present 
research, we find that all the interactional effect except 
three i.e., interaction between religion and security-
insecurity, between locus of control and prolonged 
deprivation; between prolonged deprivation and security 
insecurity among religion, locus of control and prolonged 
deprivation; among religion, locus of control and security-
insecurity; among religion, prolonged deprivation and 
security-insecurity; among locus of control, prolonged 
deprivation and security-insecurity ore 1nnlgnlf1 cant. 
The first insignificant interactional effect of locus 
of control and prolonged deprivation suggests that the 
prejudice scores of internally oriented-externally oriented 
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subjects are independent - of ttieir experience of 
deprivation. The finding reveal that thouyh prolonyed 
deprivation influences the degree of prejudice in a 
significant way when considered separately but when it is 
combined with locus of control, its interaction become 
insignificant. Like the first insignificant interaction 
effects, the remaining insignificant interaction effects may 
a.lBo be explained. 
So far as significant interactional effect of reJigior 
and locus of control is concerned, its suggests that tbt 
prejudice scores of Hindu and Muslim subjects are not 
independent of their type of orientations rather the 
prejudice score of the subjects arc tlie product of roligjcin 
and locus of control. In other words neither religion nor 
locus of control alone contributes in the development of 
prejudiced attitudes i.e. both religion and locus of contio] 
play equally important role in the development of prejudiced 
attitudes. Like the first interactional, the remaining three 
significant interactional effects inay also bf fx[)l ained. 
The overall findings of the present research identify 
three important variables namely religion, prolonged 
deprivation and feelings of security-insecurity which play 
crucial role in the development of communal prejudice in 
India. One's the causes of any disease are discovered than it 
becomes rather easier to search its ifrnedy. Communal 
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prejudice, like any physical disease, may also be cured by 
attacking its causative agents. Thus once the causes of 
prejudice - a social disease, arc discovered then remains a 
matter of time to find out the ways and means by which 
communal prejudice may be eliminated. Keeping the foui 
causative agents of communal prejudice in mind, four remedies 
may be suggested to control communal prejudice. Thus communal 
prejudice may atleast be reduced to a greater extent (i) if 
people of different religions are educated to develop what 
Allport (1954) had called interiorized or intrinsic religious 
outlook. According to Allport, persons witli interiorized 
religious outlook are personally absorbed in their religion. 
They adhere to religion because its basic creed of 
brotherhood expresses the ideals they sincerely believe in. 
Persons with such religious out look tend to be more tolerant 
and less prejudiced. Furthermore communal prejudice may also 
be reduced if people of different walks of life arc-
encouraged to participate in social gathering organized by 
different religious group and to express their doubts and 
suspicion in a friendly manner. Moreover, the good values and 
ideals of each religion should be propagated by the 
government agencies, (ii) some mechanisms should be evolved 
to control deprivation particularly economic, educational and 
social deprivation. In other words, every citizen of the 
nation irrespective of numerical values, religion, caste and 
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creed should get more or less equal facilities for the 
fulfilment of his/her biogenic as well as sociogenic needs. 
If we are ab]e to eichieve this goal, then we can contro] 
deprivation to a great extent and consequently communal 
prejudice may atleast be reduced. A glance at the poi;t-
independent events and developments points out the r.tep taken 
by the government to control or atDeast to minimize 
deprivation. For instance, after wining the freedom, 
government exploited all the resources at its command to 
protect the interests and to uplift the weaker sections of 
the society. Keeping in view the intercut, needs and 
requirements of weaker sections including disadvantage group, 
backward classes, schedule caste and scheduled tribes, 
constitutional amendments were introduced and policy of 
reservation of seats was adopted. As a matter of ^act, from 
admission to different services, a reasonable percentage of 
seats are reserved for these weaker segments of societies. 
Moreover recently, central government has introduced 
different schemes and projects for the benefit of weaker 
sections of society. In this connection special reference may 
be made to the introduction of Jawahar Rozgar Yojna 
(Employment News, Weekly, New Delhi, Saturday, 13th May, 
1989) and Panchayati Raj Bill (Hindustan Times 13th, 14th, 
16th and 17th May 1989). Despite of all these efforts the 
government has failed to provide equal opportunities to the 
masses for the upliftment of biogenic and sociogenic needs 
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paiLly due to the Coct that ull the yovemment ucheiuou oiul 
projects have not been implemented honestly and faithfully 
and partly because these schemcB and projects arc 
insufficient to cover large section of the society. It is, 
therefore, emphasized that sincere effortB should be made to 
evolve such mechanisms by which deprivation among the masses 
may be elin\inated. If deprivation is removed then prejudice 
may also be reduced to a greater extent (iii) communal 
prejudice may elso be reduced to a greater extent if feelings 
of insecurity is eradicated from the minds of the insecure 
individuals. As mentioned somewhere else the concept of 
security-insecurity is classified into two kinds: social or 
ot) ject i ve security and subjective oi prychic security. Social 
security implies the provision of bodily needs, satisfactory 
social contacts and a stable social order. Subjective or 
psychic security, on the other hand,may be defined as mental 
easeness or stability. As far as social security is 
concerned, government and political and social organisations 
should leave no stone unturned to maintain a sense of social 
security among the masses by providing opportunities for the 
fulfilment of biogenic as well as sociogenic needs of the 
individuals. Social scientists, on the other hand may 
contribute significantly in the maintenance of subjective or 
psychic security among the masses. These collective efforts 
of Government and social scientists may certainly help in 
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eradicating a sense of insecurity from the minds of the 
masses and consequently may help in reducing prejudices. 
Moreover the parents should be cduccitcd to have 
favourable and accepting attitude toward their children, 
since it has been reported that parents' restrictive, 
rejecting and neglecting attitudes give rise to insecurity 
while permissive attitudes reduce insecurity (Ahmed 1965-66; 
Zuberi, 1972; Hanfi, 1974; Khan, 1975; Siddiqui 1976-77; Ojha 
and Singh 1988). The subjects who are high on parenic'i] 
acceptance also have high feelings of security and ini' 
unlikely to develop prejudiced attitudes. Thus a national 
programme should be chalked out in which specially younger 
parents should be given training regarding the child-rearing 
paractices, emphasizing the importance of favourable and 
permissive attitudes towards children. If such programme is 
implemented with sincerity, the children will not develop 
feelings of insecurity and consequently will not develop 
prejudiced attitudes. 
Further researches are, however, required to explore 
the ways and means by which people may be made to develc^ p 
interiori/ed religious out look. Moreover, it is suggested 
that it should be a greater contribution if psychologists, 
sociologists, and economist start an interdisciplinary 
research to evolve such mechanisms that may help in 
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controlling the deprivation of any sorts and in eradicating 
feelings of insecurity from the minds of individual. 
By putting these suggestions outlined above into 
practice, if communal prejudice is eliminated or at Jedst 
reduced, it would not only accelerate the . economic 
development of the country but would also accelerate the 
processes of national integration. 
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SUMMARY 
SUMMARY 
Since independence various parts of the country have 
witnessed the occurrences of communal riots. These riots have 
not only taken numerous innocent lives, damaged national and 
private properties but also have brought bad name to the 
country. Such reoccurrences remain a threat to national 
integration and international relations. Consequently 
politicians as well as social scientists are burning mid 
night lamp to identify the causes of communal riots and to 
suggest ways and means to control them. Though politicians 
and social scientists are working 'in different lines but 
they, at least, agree on one contributing factor i.e. 
communal prejudice. 
Prejudice is a very important aspect of inter-group 
relations and the study of inter-group relations has become a 
major scientific enterprise of the day. An operational mean-
ing of prejudice has been given in the Webster's New Twenti-
eth Century Dictionary (1965) which can be summarized as a 
sort of prior unfavourable judgement or opinion of the 
members of a race or religion or the occupations of any other 
significant social role (towards the members of another 
social group) held in disregard of facts that contradict it." 
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The most consistent point of agreement in various 
definitions of prejudice is that it is a sort of negative 
attitude towards a particular group or its members. Thus, 
Singh and Khan (1979) have commented: 
"Prejudice is a negative attitude formed in the 
individual without proper rationality, justice, or tolerance 
towards a socially defined group and toward any person 
perceived to a member of that group." 
A careful perusal of various explanations of prejudice 
reveals the fact that prejudices are widely held complex 
phenomena which are learnt in course of life, are 
multicasually determined. Numerous theories have been 
advanced to provide positive explanations of prejudice. 
However, following Ashmore (1970) different theoretical 
explanations of prejudice may be classified into two 
categories on the basis of their level of analysis-societal 
and individual level of analysis. As far as the analysis at 
societal level is concerned, it has advanced two theories of 
prejudice (a) economic exploitation theory and (b) economic 
group conflict theory. The analysis of prejudice at 
individual level has produced two families of theory (a) 
symptoms theory and (b) socio-cultural theory. Under symptoms 
theories, we have scapegoat theory of prejudice and 
authoritarian personality theory. Another theory of 
prejudice, generated by the analysis at individual level is 
socio-cultural theory. The theory is based on socio-cultural 
learning processes (Maclver, 1948; Long 1951; Merden 1952; 
Sarnoff and Kartz, 1954 and Pettigrew 1959). 
The study of prejudice, particularly that of religious 
prejudice in India, is very important because of our national 
ideals of democracy and secularism. Indian society is plagued 
with the problem of religious prejudice resulting into 
frequent outbreak of communal riots between Hindus and 
Muslims. Hence, study of religious prejudice constitutes one 
of the most sacred duties for the Indian social scientists. 
In the extent of increasing tension and social conflicts all 
over the world, it has become increasingly necessary to 
investigate into the personality organization of the 
individual which helps in the development of prejudice in 
them. Studies o± prejudice, therefore, have achieved a 
central place in the domain of Social Psychology. A number of 
studies have focused their attention on exploring the 
relationship between prejudice and authoritarianism .(Luchins, 
1956; Campbell and MCJandless, 1951; Block and Block, 1951; 
Evans, 1952; Scodeland Mussan, 1953; Scotland and Patchen, 
1961; and Diab, 1959). 
Some researchers studied the relationship between 
religion and prejudice and found that religious people an 
compared to non-religious people were more prejudiced or 
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conservative (Parry, 1949; Adorno et al. 1950; Blum and Man, 
1960; and Allport and Ross, 1967). Many investigators have 
reported that Muslims as compared to Hindus have more 
prejudices and traditional socio-political attitudes 
(Adinarayan, 1953; Chaudhary, 1958; Hassan and Singh, 1973; 
Hassan, 1974; Hassan, 1975, 1978; Singh, 1979; Khan 197l; and 
Singh, 1980). 
A number of studies reported positive correlation 
between parental prejudices and those of children (Frankel, 
Brunswick and Sandford, 1945, Radke, Yarrow, Trager and 
Davis, 1949; Bind et al 1952; Radka, yarrow, Trager and 
Miller, 1952; Frankel, Brunswick and Havel, 1953; Masher and 
Scodel, 1960, Anisfeld et al, 1963; Goodman, 1964; Epstein 
and Komorita, 1966; and Troll et al 1969). Other studico 
indicating the similarity between the attitudes of parents 
and children are provided by Harowitz and Harowitz (1938); 
Allport and Kramer, (1946); Weltman and Remmers (1946); 
Remmers and Weltman (1947); Rosenblith (1949); Gough et al 
(1950); Campbell and his associates (1954); Hayman (1959). 
Lewin (1961), Dodge and Uyeki (1962); Lane and Seares (1964); 
Wrightsman (1964); Hess and Torney (1964); Jennings and Nieme 
(1968); Sears (1969); Vyas (1973); Hassan (1974, 1976, 1977); 
Khan (1977); Enayatullah (1980); Khan (1980); Rai (1980); 
Singh (1980) and Hassan (1983). 
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There have been relatively fewer studies on the 
relationship between personality variables and prejudice. 
Allport's view on prejudice suggests that personality 
variables may contribute significantly in the development of 
prejudice. For that matter, a highly significant question is 
why does a person develop prejudice and the other does not ? 
There is obviously something within the individual that 
predisposes them to develop prejudice. For instance anxiety 
ridden person tends to develop prejudice by attributing the 
cause of his anxiety to some person or a group. 
Siegal (1954) and Rokeach (1960) found that anxious 
type persons are more close minded or prejudiced than non-
anxious persons. A number of studies reviewed above have 
shown that prejudiced persons are significantly high in 
anxiety, depression, aggression, frustration, neuroticism and 
hostility. Thus individual with higher level of anxiety, 
depression, aggression, frustration and hostility display 
higher levels of prejudice. 
The concept of locus of control developed within the 
frame work of Rotter's (1954, 1966) social learning theory, 
has been the focus of considerable research interest in 
recent years, h number of investigators have reported that 
externally oriented individuals are more anxious than 
internally oriented individuals (Hountras and Scharf, 1970; 
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Mandlar and Watson, 1966; Watson, 1967; Phares 1976). Other 
researchers studied locus of control in relation to certain 
aspects of social behaviour. Thus Sadowaski and Wenzil (1982) 
found that externally oriented subjects were more hostile 
and aggressive than internally oriented subjects. Silverman 
and Shrauger (1971) reported thot intornnl'n attroctloii 
toward other increased as they perceived other to be less 
self-centered. Doherty and Ryder (1979) found positive 
association between internality and inter-personal trust. 
The above discussion reveals that locus of control as a 
personality variable influences certain social behaviour. 
More specifically, it has been demonstrated that externally 
oriented subjects are more anxious, more hostile and 
aggressive, more Buspicious, maladjusted, have irrational 
beliefs have less tendency to help other as compared to 
internally oriented subjects. These characteristics of 
externally oriented subjects suggest that they should be more 
prone to develop communal prejudice than internally oriented 
subjects, since it has been observed that prejudiced persons 
are more anxious, hostile, aggressive, maladjusted, 
suspicious and have poor inter-personal relationship than 
non-prejudiced individuals. It is, therefore, reasonable to 
assume that they should be more prejudiced than internally 
oriented individuals. 
IbS 
An important consideration which also influenced the 
thinking of the present investigation to undertake the 
present research is the substantial body of evidence to 
suggest a correlation between prejudice and feelings of 
security-insecurity. 
According to Maslow (1942) the security feelings are 
syndrome. In other words, the term security is a generalized 
label for many more specific feelings which overlap and 
intertwins and which are all function of one another. The 
word security or insecurity is intended as a label for this 
peculiar aspects of wholeness that may be discerned in the 
multiplicity of particular symptoms with which the concept is 
used in psychological flavour. 
The concept of security-insecurity is classified into 
two kinds - objective or social security and subjective or 
psychic security. These two states, though closely inter-
related, are not inter-dependent. Social security implies the 
provision of bodily needs, satisfactory social contacts and a 
stable social order; subjective or psychic security, on the 
other hand, may be defined as mental easeness or stability 
and it may exist despite the substantial lack of almost every 
thing that constitutes a secure environment. Conversely, 
subjective insecurity implies unsatisfactory social contacts 
and lack of satisfaction of bodily needs and instable social 
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order. Subjective or psychic insecurity denotes mental 
discomfort or mental instability. 
The examination of numerous specific characteristics of 
insecure individuals together with all the other observations 
and clinical data available reveals that insecure persons 
perceive the world has a threatening jungle and most human 
beings as dangerous and selfish. They feel rejected and 
isolated. They are generally anxious, hostile, and 
pessimistic and unhappy. They show sign of tension and 
conflict, tend to inward, are troubled by guilt feelings. 
They have one or other disturbance of self esteem. They tend 
to be or actually are neurotic and are generally ego centric 
or selfish. Moreover, while discussing the dynamic reactions 
of insecure individual, Maslow observed. (1) insecure 
individuals also always have a continued, never dying, 
longing for security, (2) show revenge reactions, i.e. they 
hate every one and develop antagonistic attitude towards 
others, (3) show attack reactions i.e. they attack upon the 
situations which bring about the insecurity. The attack may 
be literal, e.g. a physical attack upon a person or it may be 
more general e.g. social radicalism to change the factor in 
society that bring about insecurity. 
The foregoing discussion reveals that insecure 
individuals have such personality characteristics that may 
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make them susceptible to develop prejudiced attitudes. Thus 
numerous researches conducted abroad have found positive 
correlation between prejudice and personal insecurity (Gough, 
1951a, 1951b, 1951c, Morse and Allport, 1952; Miller and 
Bugelski, 1948, Lindzey 1950; Fishback and Singer, 1957). 
According to these researchers, person with feelings of 
insecurity tend to develop prejudice more than those who have 
feeling of security. As the review of literature reveals no 
such study has been conducted in India. The present research 
therefore, attempts to explore how feelings of security-
insecurity are related to prejudice in Indian society. 
Another consideration which also influenced the 
thinking of the present investigator to undertake the present 
research is the observation made by Cowen, Landir and Schaet. 
They observed that subjective feelings of deprivation 
indicated more intense level of prejudice than the actual 
experience of objective deprivation. These observations 
suggest a correlation between prejudice and prolonged 
deprivation. Moreover deprived persons are those who could 
not have opportunity for the fulfilment of their biogenic and 
sociogenic needs. There is substantial amount of evidence to 
suggest that such persons (i.e. deprived persons) are likely 
to develop feelings of insecurity that leads to the 
development of prejudiced attitude. 
1 fiB 
Generally speaking, deprivation is a state of organism 
or environment. If deprivation is a state of organism, it 
refers to a condition which is responsible for the lack or 
loss of fulfilment of needs and desires of the organism and 
leads to tissue deficits. It may be assumed that tissue 
deficit is a noxious state and derives the organism to take 
appropriate steps to reduce it. Under this category would 
fall food/nutrition, water, sex and sleep deprivation. The 
locus of deprivation, on the other hand, may also be 
environmental. The environmental deprivation refers to 
poorness of environment that leads to environmental deficit 
in terms of level of living conditions (eg. housing, 
employment, education etc.) or in terms of the absence of 
objects and persons (e.g. parents) which should be present in 
the normal course of life. More often than not the two types 
of deprivation are treated as belonging to mutually exclusive 
sets and no effort is made to relate appropriate variables in 
these realms or even to see how they influence psychological 
process in interaction with each other. 
The concept of prolonged deprivation was i«ltially used 
by Tripathi and Misra (1977) . Accordingly to them, prolonged 
deprivation is a multi-dimensional psycho-social construct 
embracing a wide range of environmental and organismic 
variables and refers to dispossession or loss of privileges, 
opportunities, material goods and like relatively for a long 
16'J 
period. While developing a standardized scale to measure the 
prolonged deprivation, Misra and Tripathi (1977) have 
identified 15 components or areas of prolonged deprivation 
namely (1) Housing condition (2) home environment (3) 
economic sufficiency (4) food (5) clothing (6) formal 
educational experiences (7) childhood experiences (8) rearing 
experiences (9) parental characteristics (10) interaction 
with parents (11) motivational experiences (12) emotional 
experiences (13) religious experiences (14) travelling and 
recreation and (15) miscellaneous socio-cultural experiences. 
During the past three decades there has been tremendeous 
spurt in psychological research on culturally deprived, 
impoverished communities and social group in the United State 
of America (Wentch, 1960. Hess and Shipman, 1965; Vera John, 
1963; Keller, 1963); in Latin American countries (Lewis, 
1965), in Czechoslovakia (Matezeck and Langmuier, 1965), and 
in Maxico (Lewis, 1961). These studies have been initiated as 
a consequence of growing awareness that there is a pressing 
need for improving the lot of deprived people on one hand, 
and as an outcome of growing curiosity among social 
scientists of understanding the effect of deprivational 
environment on behavioural and social processes. Thus 
researchers like Bander (1944), Bander and Yarnell (1941), 
Goldfarb (1944), Bander and Yarnell (1941), Goldfarb (1943a, 
1945b, 1949) and Lowrey (1940) found that institutionalized 
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individuals were unable to establish close warm personal 
relationship. 
In India several attempts have been made to study the 
relationship between various types of deprivation and 
personality traits. For instance, Mohanti (1967) investigated 
the relationship between socio-economic factors and anxiety 
and hostility. He found that socio-economically deprived 
subjects were more anxious and hostile than non-deprived 
subjects. Comparing six groups on measures of neuroticism and 
insecurity. Rath (1974b) found higher incident of neuroticism 
among low caste groups than in upper caste groups. Further 
more, lower caste groups manifested greater sense of 
insecurity than upper caste group. Tripathi and Misra (1976) 
examined the effect of prolonged deprivation on some 
cognitive processes. They observed that deprivation 
experienced by the individual in various spheres of life 
restricts the growth of cognitive skill. Thus, they found 
negative relationship between deprivation and cognitive 
efficiency. Sinha and Misra (1980), on the other hand, have 
observed that deprived subjects manifest high degree of 
anxiety, neuroticism, insecurity and maladjustment. They were 
also found to be more rigid, conforming alienated and less 
extrovert. Khan (1982) attempted to explore the effect of 
parental deprivation on personality adjustment. Among 
numerous findings, the most important finding was that 
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deprived subjects were maladjusted whereas non-deprived were 
adjusted subjects. Somewhat recently Tripathi (1983) studied 
the differential influence of prolonged deprivation, approval 
motive and locus of control reinforcement on dependence. He 
found that low deprived subjects showed more field 
independence than highly deprived subjects. Moreover 
internally oriented subjects were found field dependent 
whereas externally oriented subjects were field independent. 
The foregoing discussion reveals that ,deprived 
individuals develop such personality characteristics as 
anxiety, hostility, neuroticism, maladjustment, external 
orientation and a sense of insecurity. Since it has 
been observed that individual having these personality 
characteristics are more prone to develop communal prejudice, 
it is reasonable to assume that deprived individuals should 
be more susceptible to develop communal prejudice than non-
deprived individuals. Present research is also designed to 
test this assumption. 
In short present research is undertaken to study 
communal prejudice in relation to locus of control, feelings 
of security-insecurity and prolonged deprivation. The 
findings of the present study would not only provide us 
useful information about communal prejudice but would also 
help us to suggest certain ways and means by which communal 
prejudice may be reduced if not completely eliminated. As a 
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matter of fact communal prejudice is not only a serious 
obstacle in the national development and in the advancement 
of the nation but also remains a threat to national 
integration. The findings of the present research, therefore, 
may be useful in removing such obstacles and hence may 
contribute in speedy development of the nation as well as in 
enhancing national integration. 
A 2x2x2x2 factorial design in which three personality 
variables (i.e. locus of control, feelings of security-
insecurity and prolonged deprivation) and one sociological 
variable (i.e. religion), each variable varying in two ways, 
was used in the present study. Locus of control was varied 
by selecting internally oriented and externally oriented 
subjects and security-insecurity variable was varied by 
selecting those who had feelings of security and th"^ se who 
had feelings of insecurity. The two values of prolonged 
deprivation were (a) deprived (b) non-deprived and two types 
of religion were (a) Hinduism and (b) Islam. Thus there were 
sixteen groups of subjects namely, internal secure deprived 
Hindu subjects, internal secure non-deprived Hindu subjects, 
internal insecure deprived Hindu subjects, internal insecure 
non-deprived Hindu subjects, external secure deprived Hindu 
subjects, external secure non-deprived Hindu subjects, 
external insecure deprived Hindu subjects, external insecure 
non-deprived Hindu subjects, internal secure deprived Muslim 
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subjects, internal secure non-deprived Muslim subjects, 
internal insecure deprived Muslim subjects, internal insecure 
non-deprived Muslim subjects, external secure deprived Muslim 
subjects, external secure non-deprived Muslim subjects, 
external insecure deprived Muslim subjects and external 
insecure non-deprived Muslim subjects. Each group consisted 
of 25 subjects. 
In order to form 16 groups of subjects, Hindi version 
of Rotter I.E. scale was administered on 600 (300 Hindus and 
300 Muslims) under graduate students of Muslim University and 
D.S. College, Aligarh. They all belonged to upper-Middle and 
lower upper socio-economic status group. The age of subjects 
ranged from 15 years to 18 years. 
On the basis of their scoreson the Hindi version of 
Rotter's I.E. scale, two groups were formed. The subjects 
whose score on I-E scale fell on or above 3rd quartile were 
considered as externally oriented subjects. The subjects 
whose score on the I-E scale fell on or below 1st quartile 
were considered as internally oriented subjects. The first 
and third quartile were 7.29 and 11.6 respectively. Each 
group, then, was subdivided on the basis of religion to form 
four groups namely externally oriented Hindu subjects, 
internally oriented Hindu subjects, externally oriented 
Muslim subjects and internally oriented Muslim subjects. 
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Hindi version of the adapted form of Maslow (1952) 
security-insecurity test was administered on these four 
groups of subject. In each group, the subjects whose score on 
S-I inventory fell on or below 1st quartile were considered 
as secure subjects and the subjects whose score fell on or 
above 3rd quartile were considered as insecure subjects. 
Thus, on the basis of their scores on S-I inventory each 
group was divided into two groups to from eight groups of 
subjects. 
Prolonged deprivation scale, developed and standardized 
by Misra and Tripathi (1977), was administered on these eight 
groups of subjects. In each group, the subjects whose scores 
on PDS fell on or below Ist quartile were considered as non-
deprived subjects and the subjects whose score fell on or 
above 3rd quartile were considered as deprived subjects. Thus 
on the basis of their scores on PDS, each group was divided 
into two groups to form sixteen groups of subjects as 
mentioned above. 
Prejudice scale developed by Qamar Jahan, Bhardwaj and 
Saeeduzzafar (1986) was administered on all the sixteen 
groups of subjects to asses the magnitude of communal 
prejudice. 
The data, thus, obtained were tabulated group-wise and 
were statistically analyzed to. draw necessary inferences. 
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2x2x2x2 arinlynlB of variance wan uncd In which F-rotlon wore 
calculated for the variation of each independent variable and 
also for any possible interaction. The main findings of the 
present research were: 
(1) Hindus and Muslim did not differ with respect to prejudice 
(2) Internally oriented and externaly oriented subjects did 
not differ with respect to prejudice. 
(3) Deprived subjects were found to be more prejudiced than 
non-deprived subjects. 
(4) Secure subjects were found to be less prejudiced than 
insecure subjects. 
(5) There was an interactional effect of religion and locus 
of control on the degree of prejudice. 
(6) There was an interactional effect of religion and 
prolonged deprivation on the degree of communal prejudice. 
(7) There was no interactional effect of religion and 
security -insecurity on the degree of communal prejudice. 
(8) There was no interactional effect of locus of control and 
prolonged deprivation on the degree of communal prejudice. 
(9) There was an interactional effect of locus of control and 
security-insecurity on the degree of communal prejudice. 
(10) No interactional effect was found between prolonged 
deprivation and security-insecurity on the degree of communal 
prejudice. 
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(11) There was no interactional effect among religion, locus 
of control, and prolonged deprivation on the degree of 
communal prejudice. 
(12) There was no interactional effect among religion, locus 
of control, and security-insecurity on the degree of communal 
prejudice. 
(13) No interactional effect was found among religion, 
prolonged deprivation and security-insecurity on the degree 
of communal prejudice. 
(14) There was n» interactional effect of locus of control, 
prolonged deprivation and security-insecurity on the degree 
of communal prejudice. 
(15) There was no interactional effect among religion, locus 
of control, prolonged deprivation and security - insecurity 
on the degree of communal prejudice. 
The first finding of the present study i.e. Hindus and 
Muslims do not differ with respect to prejudice, was an 
addition to the existing controversial findings regarding the 
role of religion in the development of prejudice. It may be 
recalled that foreign as well as Indian researchers have 
yielded inconsistent results. Many investigators have 
reported that muslims as compared to hindus have more 
prejudices (Adinarayan, 1953; Chaudhary, 1958; Enayatullah, 
1980; Hassan, 1975, 1978; Hassan and Singh, 1973; Singh, 
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1980) whereas other investigators have failed to conform 
these findings (Natraj, 1965; Sarkar and Hassan, 1973; 1974-
75; Chatterji et al., 1967; Qamar Jahan, 1986, 1987-88). 
Thus the first finding of the present study was 
explained on several grounds. The first explanation was based 
on the fact that there are still conflicting results 
regarding the role of religion on the development of 
prejudice. The second explanation was based on the place 
from where sample of subjects was drawn in different studies. 
The third explanation was based on the type of religiosity 
namely, "institutionalized' and "interiorized" as proposed by 
(Allport• (1954) followed by Hindu and Muslim subjects. 
The second finding of the present research i.e. 
internally oriented and externally oriented subjects did not 
differ with respect to prejudice, was contrary to our 
expectations as well as to the findings obtained by numerous 
investigators. However, the findings were explained in the 
light of empirical evidences provided by numerous researchers 
who have demonstrated that people may change their locus of 
control (Ilarvey, 1971; Gorman, 1968; McArthur, 1970). It 
was, therefore, suggested that absence of difference between 
internals and externals with respect to prejudice might be 
due to the operations of process which might have altered the 
locus of control of the subjects. 
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The third finding of the present research i.e. deprived 
subjects were more prejudiced than non-deprived subjects, was 
in consonance with our expectations and provided indirect 
empirical evidence to the findings obtained by numerous 
investigators. It has been generally observed that deprived 
subjects are more anxious, hostile, highly susceptible to 
develop unfavourable attitudes, feelings of inadequacy and 
insecurity than non-deprived subjects (Joshi and Singh, 
1966, Lai, 1968; Mohanty, 1967; Anand, 1972; Toha and 
Srivastva 1971) . The finding of the present study provided 
indirect support to these findings. 
The third finding of the present investigation also 
provided empirical support to the observation made by Cowen, 
Landir and Schaet (1959) who observed that subjective feeling 
of deprivation were more indicated of intense level of 
prejudice than the actual experiences of objective 
deprivation. Finally, the finding under consideration was 
interpreted in terms of the development of feelings of 
security-insecurity. It was argued that deprivation of 
various kinds might have inculcated a sense of insecurity 
among the deprived subjects and this sense of insecurity 
might have cultivated the ground for the development of 
prejudiced attitudes. 
The fourth finding of the present study i.e. insecure 
subjects were more prejudiced than secure subjects, was too 
]79 
obvious to need any explanation. However, the finding was 
cxpJninod in I IK- litjht of tin* dyn/iin i c: i cncA ionr, iiiul 
personality characteristics of the insecure individuals as 
observed by Maslow (1942). 
To the best knowledge of the present investigator no 
attempt has been made by Indian researchers to explore the 
relationship between security-insecurity and prejudice. 
However, the finding of our study was in agreement with the 
findings of the studies conducted abroad (Gough, 1951a, 
1951b; 1951c; Morse and Allport, 1952; Miller and Bugleski, 
1948; Lindzey, 1950; Fishback and Singer, 1957). The finding 
in discussion also provided indirect support to the findings 
obtained to many Indian researchers (Khalique, 1961; Ahmad, 
1965, 1966, 1968, 1969; Hanifi, 1974). 
Turning our attention to other findings of the present 
research, we find that all the interactional effects excet)t 
three, were insignificant more specifically; the interaction 
between religion and security-insecurity between locus of 
control and prolonged deprivation; between prolonged 
deprivation and security-insecurity; aincMiy religion, locus of 
control and prolonged deprivation; among religion, locus of 
control and security-insecurity; among religion, prolonged 
deprivation and security-insecurity; among locus of control, 
prolonged deprivation and security and insecurity and among 
religion, locus of control, prolonged deprivation and 
security-insecurity are insignificant. 
The first insignificant interactional effect of locus 
of control and prolonged deprivation suggests that the 
prejudice scores of internally oriented and externally 
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oriented subjects are independent of their experience of 
deprivation. The finding reveals that though prolonged 
deprivation influences the degree of prejudice in a 
significant way when considered separately but when it ic 
combined with locus of control, its interaction become 
insignificant. Like the first insignificant interaction 
effects, the remaining insignificant interaction effects may 
also be explained. 
So far as significant interactional effect of religion 
and locus of control is concerned, it suggests that the 
prejudice score of Hindu and Muslim subjects are not 
independent of their type of orientations rather the 
prejudice score of the subjects are the product of religion 
and locus of control. In other words neither religion nor 
locus of control alone contributes in the development of 
prejudiced attitudes i.e. both religion and locus of control 
play equally important role in the development of the 
prejudiced attitudes. Like the first interactional, the 
remaining two significant interactional offoct-r; may alno \>c 
explained. 
On the basis of all these findings of the present 
research some suggestions were made about the ways and means 
by which communal prejudice may be reduced, if not completely 
eliminated. Moreover new areas of research were also pointed 
out. 
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7. ^^ % TTn Ji «nJt an^ ^ 1 % W ^ Pro STTT % I ? 
far) f ^ H , "IJH, V<T, «%S 
(1) 5 ^ ? ^ , T^Ol ^ ^ " ^ ^ 
' ^ ' 
8. KT ^ Pnr siwnT VT "t-H^i | ? 
W) ^ V^ "^ ^"^^ 
( l ) afPw ijT «TT iprt 
10. HT if 3wm «ft "Pn m^f^i T^at ^ ? 
(a?) fsTTHt 
(T) w f t VT ?ft sfPnrfim yM«ni 
11. %'!ft % ftT-PF^ «I'<H1 TT yM«fli ftnn srrm | ? 
(ar) fssT, ef*%H 
(IT) 5^ ift 5T^  
(ai) "(FR, *fteT 
(«t) €T^ ftn=l/^ ?^T 
(«l) qiRT 
13, f^irer OT^ (5??w. arwTT, q f ^ ) PFcPft min Jr *rT Jt «rmi^ | ? 
(ir) i^^ m 3RnnT, >jRr^  arf^nfim 
(n) f\5 ^ ^ 
14. T^ ^ WTRW 5fWT % «F^ gq^FT^ anft PF r^ft xrrn ij 3qrT5^ I ? 
(ar) \r«ql, Hi^, PFH, itfl<^H ^?«nft 
(«r) ^Fnft, tr^, JP^JT »rift 
234 ( 5 ] 
15 . T^ ift «fTO ¥T ^m K T ^ ^ ? 
(?) wtft NWft/wtet %^ 
(u) 5Pw »r>i^ ft 
(3{) 3RTct tnrf^ 
(^ ,) Txri^ 
17. % g \ f ^ ^ m ^ ^ ^ ? 
(sr) 3T?JTf^  (20 * m % ) 
(«)^3rf^ (10-20 JCWT) 
. (^) ^im-^ (5-10 i { ^ ) 
(?) ^ (1-5 4 ^ ) 
(IT) an^^ ^w (1 wt^ % f ^ ) 
1 8. T^l^ WT-^ TJ 5 ? 
(at) tH, TR, ^^^, wvt(, yff 
( f ) nm, ^ , i n l ' t t f i 
(«^ ) t?T 1 5ft«T in 1 t? r+1 »rm/H^ 
(?) 1 4fr/l »T7JT 
(JT) "Ftl q^ H^ I 
19. ^T^PfKRT I ? 
(sr) ^c^^r^y ( f i sft^) • 
(*) erf^ sfT (1-2 €m) 
(e) €T»TFir (20-25 ^ ) 
(?) ^ (4-5 ^ ) 
(JT) f ^ in f t 
20. fiRRT T^ fwn ^^\ ^ ? 
(ar) JTff m 3Rq^ VK 
(^) "FH ^ -
(«) HTHF^  >F^  
(?) arflnfr^ 
(JT) 3Tczrf^ »4?K I 
(3f) JTC'TTT «Fn yr&^l^tTt • 
(5r) y ^ ^ f c i i t 
I « 1 
22. 'ix Ji ' i V^ ^n ^mTT i^ra: "wi I IH ft?n | ? 
(n) um: anrnT, ^ ^ T ^ t T«ftaR, «iTn^ ^?rnH, x\f% ^ 'flw^ 
(fc) ^ ^ H ^ «TTO ^ t f tmr 
( i ) 5t^ 1t mm iFT arWi^n 
23. ifft^R it yiMl'q?!: ^^\ ^ r^ VT^ t I ? 
(3f) ^^?T, Ttzt, 51H, «ff3ft, ^r^, ^ snf^  
( ') ^ ^ f « TT in« ^ anft i ^ 
(«) %^?T ;^H^ m %^?T Tt€t, ^\zr arw 
(T) «T^PRCT Htm Ttrt srift 
24. WVl?T H^OT % q\fc2:«F «r?Tifl (5H» ?^ ,^ ^ t, '^^. *"« ' ^ ) ^ ' ^"P"'" 
25. ^ ir 'TO a«iT ^\^ «Pi «im^a: fvcrn ^ # i frm imn | ? 
(ai) 4i^ rM4. 
(«) arf^ 
(?) iFH 
26. an<T fiRT JPfTR %: T?^ VT 3 ^ 1 frr^t | ? 
(ar) [^3 ,^ aijft, rd^ i z , \v\^ 
(«) ^ " i , ^ i ) ^? , f^t?fVH 
27. 8nq% «Tre ^ n rfKi^ ft t r r n j | ? 
(«) <ni^ ^ 
(€) m«n^ 
(<?) irnrfcff 
(IT)* ^c^lftrr apTJrt«?T 
28. arn v^ % ^jm 1 ^ I ? 
[ 7 ] 236 
(*) 8-9 I'i "A «n^ ^ ^ n 
(«) 13-14 n^ ^ «TT5 ^ «mr^ jnft'T 
29. smr ?ft^  % fiitr T% firw^ «ia ^ ^ » T * ^ t ' 
(a) %WH 8ftf% wrr 
30. im "T^ f^t sm ? ^ ff?H an^ »j »r^  ^ ' 
{3f) <Tt^  ^  sft 3rT5 *i 
(5|) 6-8 4"^  ^  Tri^ H 
(H) 9-15 ^ ^t 3IT5 tj 
(?) 16-25 «f^  «Ft an^ ^ 
(JT) vift T ^ n^ 
31. r^awq ^ 3TH% r*d4^ ftien sn^ «A 5 • 
(ar) jft. I?, m arfsn? 
( i ) i^C^+H-^ o^a; 
(«) qf=^  nwj 
(q) am? 
32. am PrmfPT Jr Tvn^ v i ! ITT T ^ T | ? 
(ar) 13-jr6 ^ m arf^ 
(*) lO- l l ' iH ' 
(«) 6-9 ^ 
(?) 5 JW 
(T) qv ^^ i JH ^ > ^ 
3 3 . «T?% «tra a m f^ TOT^ nr 5f f%?pn gTTft<nT Tij^ ^ ? 
(ar) 8r?iTf^]'TOlqT 
( « ) «m^<T 
(^) ffPTPiT 
(?) T^ 
34. «Tf% ?mir ajwjiMTf % m^ '.arFTf^ T^ ipm ^^=^^ ' ^ ^ «n ? 
(aj) aRzrf^ 
(*) arf^ w 
(«) €nn^ 
(«) "nr 
(IT) timf^m f^T 
2 3 7 
I « 1 
(^) v»r 'sftr 
36. i rn* OT^ <»f^  «n% ffpft ftre T * ^ * ^ ? 
(«) PnT anftr ^ 
37 . arrr^ >TFR-«fh^ r^s% BKT f«pm m\ ? 
(«r) »n?n inn Pmr j r a 
(«) n^^ w mm m %TT frm JTTT 
(U) arfJrftXiJ «TT iR»r^ JT * «M'«ft IRT 
38. a m f^TT JJPre* TTE »rf^ ^ ^ ? 
( f ) Kim m Pmi % <Tm 
39. ^ ^ 1 ^ if irrar-Prm/srPirffnre arrr* 3;T^ PRRT « T H I?^ 
(ar) aRJ^ rT «nrf=^  
(5) vu^ 
(«r) amrf^ arnrt^ 
4 0 . riTR ii »nm-P^ % arrr^ ft^^^ ^ 1 ^^ "^ ^^  «n ? 
(ar) ajwfiiv ,?%i[ 
(T ) «ff^ ^ 
(¥) «IH1^ ^ 
4 1 . Ti^R it *n% 3;T^ »mn-Pmi "n ft^nr ir^imR ^ ? 
(« ) «wf*nr «5irra^ (^^RWI dfcr) 
{^) aRtrf^ arrtrft^ , f^r^f^ 
2 38 
[• 9 1 
(5f) sjwfvf; 
(«) ^ 
(U) •RT'tJ ^ ^ • 
4 3 . . ^ 'vp^ Jr ^ a m * ^TT^ 8r % TT^ u ^ n «>; ^ ? 
(w) arftr anf?nff ^ 
( l ) BTT^  & ilW'fl f^ T»=T 
4 4 . 5p^q^ 8i srtWl %rT^ "FT r^^Tl aT^^ fiTHm «n ? 
(ar) a r ^ d ^ 
(») a r f ^ 
(?) "P^ 
(IT) aRqrn "FTT 
45. T ^ R ^ anwt ?T^n: ?T% yr f^^rn aR^m fMHdi m ? 
(sf) <«<s4rM+ 
(^) arftpp 
(H) ^IK^^ 
(?) ^ 
(ii) aicipvr 7^K 
46. JR^ TH if ^T % ^  ?ftm ?r airRfr ff^-^r^mt 5 ^ ^ f^^rr SHRR r«nTm «^ ? 
(3T) a R T f ^ 
(<) a r f ^ 
(^) HPTPq 
(?) ^ 
(1) aiciRT T^K 
47 . *^TT if ^UT^ r? % ^ ^>flf % T^T»? ^TT^-pRT^ TT ffr^^ ST^T? fan ^ ? 
(a() aiwfqiF 
(ir) a r f ^ 
(« ) ami'iT 
(?) v ^ 
( T ) arc^T^ ^ ^ , 
48. r^^^ Jf i n % p^ptff it mn %% fTT irnrrt f r ^ m 3r?<n: sn^ 5 ^ T^I | ? 
(«T) «T?iri^ 
•{1) arfw 
(^) yiMi'T 
( ? ) IfHT 
( q ) 3»?iT'-rT TJT 
I 10 ] 
49. m^^ inm-f'TiTi/sTf^Hi^ fra^ ftrfw n | ? 
(at) m^-f^T Timr fifrfwH 
(«) fiT?ri '^^\^ F?Tf(ST?T 
(€) pT?n r^rMT^  fWwcT 
(?) Pnn arfijifwjT 
50. »rR% »?rm-fTni/8rf>T"»TH'F ^ «nT? ffrrnft tni^n m^"^  | ? 
(3() »Ra^ " m ^ 
(*) <Tm^ 
(ff) mm^ 
(?) sTT r^kr 
(ii) <H r^i<+ arrri^ 
(^) ^ ^ 
( H ) «IHI'q 
(?) PT'^ 
( l ) 3l?JRT fJTT^  
52. arN% mm-pRn/3ff>r>TT^T P^^  «imr>»* MRI^I >f€t ^ ? 
(JT) srcTf^ T T5^ 
(*) 3 ^ 
(?r) tiiHi-M 
(<?) f ^ 
(T) flc^rv* f^ n^ 
53. 3TN% »TOT-PraT/3TfTnrr^ T % snrot ^^^^ #H | ? 
(?) 5ir% 
(H) mm^ 
(?) ^n? 
( I T ) aiclTtT ^TTM 
54. 3m% incn-pTcn/3rf»r»TRT P F ^ f-^rdd m T^m^ T|?t | ? 
(af) <«cHnl r^n 
( ' ) ^ 
(e) mm^ 
(?) arftrr 
(H) arrirf^ r^ 
55. arm^ mm-f^/afftnn^T vi MKU? ^HT ^ ? 
(ar) »TmT-PmT ?tHlf "jwhr: f^ F i^ 
(*) WTtI 
(«) -mHF^^: f^t? 
(?) anr^: aJWf'J 
(«j) (*TPn-r<T^  ?i^ "f) "TiT^ : an^ftr 
z 4 0 
I H ] 
(«;) "PIT «(fVT«rf?B 
T^m I ? 
(«f) a i w f ^ 
(<) v^ 
{^) SRtRT ^H 
58. 3rN% mm-Pnn/srfVrjrnpf; am^ f^cpft j^irflej T ^ | ? 
59. HTm-fTm/aifjnnJnF ^ Brnvl a m "Fra-trnT ^ «ft it r<RT5n r^??t^ fn^mr 
(at) 3icJ<r«(* 
(if) arfr^ 
(e) tmTRT 
( T ) 3Rir?i ^rr 
60 . »nm-f^ T/3rfVr»TTWT ^ jsrra arrrTrr f%?ni f^ T^K m imTT ^ T ^ \ ? 
(w) ^ 
(?r) B i m ^ 
(?) 3rf^ 
(IT) ;r{^ STMT 
(ai) aic f^MT 
(JT) a r f ^ 
(?T) ^TWT^ 
(?) iinr 
(q) ^?T r^*I 
« 2 . a r n ^ a m i <?!% ^ 'fVBT ff:^^ jt( ^ qrnl | ? 
(ar) *5^ arR;^  
(?) aii^fr 
241 
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(H) ^ 
(^) ^ TK 
(e) fliTPJT 
{n) n^ wrn 
65. «jiM^ an^ iR % m F^ ni <h«<Hi %% ^ x^^ r*fl'ft ^ t^^ ft | ? 
(ar) 15?! a(fV<P 
(w) a r ^ 
(e) «mM 
( f ) '^ 
{^) tjw T»T 
(ar) wjH arf^ 
(sr) arf?r^  
(?) TH 
(«i) M^ w^ 
67. in: %ldnlr % ^ am MT?^ | m ai^w wrT% | ^ fvcPft 5ft ^ sn^ | f 
(ar) ?fcT arf^ 
^ ) f f ^ 
' | t ) rnnRi 
(?) ^ ^ 
• («J) ^ ifK 
;^)») ^ ^ arf^ ^ 
/!(5) arf^ 
!"^F) *r^ ^ f^  
242 
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(«) ^ 
(^) 5fjl!f «FK 
( f ) yiqi'H 
( ' ) ^ 
(n) «5^ inr 
(»r) ^ arfvT 
(« ) y iMi^ 
( T ) ^ frq 
72. • j r f ^ % ?Tt ^  3fn ftfcnn # ^ | ? 
(ar) ^r|^ s r f ^ 
( T ) ^ ^J^ 
73. aTFT «l'<K<na: P»KRT T ^ I ? 
( T ) ^^ 3 r f ^ 
(?) TK 
(JT) ^ ^ ^ 
74. «iqK«id: anrpl f^ f>T?f ^ww «ft ^ ^ ^ , «»iiin"li, ^^maflf anft ^ pRrn I T 
(^) a r f ^ 
( H ) «IMI-^I 
(?) -rnr 
( t ) i } ^ P^T 
75. jw^ «>i sfiq^ frn^ g^ WT VT?t Tip^  | ? 
(8() ?]5^  arf^ ' 
( T ) aifMT 
{«) «T«n^ 
(?) frn 
( T ) Jrj?T WTfj 
24 3 
I 1< 1 
(«r) cf^ «frir 
(f) irficT 
(«?) v ^ 
{^) «fff VH 
7 7 . antr m^orvm: J ^ m W t ftr^RT W^jRi i T f ^ ' B T ^ I ? 
(?) «^T 
7B. j^ fl^  R^ ij arj^ r-Rpft jf?jfff vT?y 5 ? 
(ar) * ^ arfsRi 
( T ) « r ^ ^rq 
79. arrnrV aR% oft^ r^ if ^<H.I<. «n% "FT f%?PTT er^ rerr jn^ jari | ? 
(ar) * ^ a r f ^ 
(^) arftw 
(^) frnrFT 
(27) »5cf f^^  ^ 
8 0 . ^MIMROIcl: SdMT.l rnfOJ ifFT TfpTT | ? 
(ar) W^ a r e ^ 
(^) arsm 
(ff) «IHI-« 
(!j) fTR ?rT;T^  
(IT) iTfrT fTTR 
(3I) ftmr, tfiJn, STRUT, trrr^ J ^ 
(^) ftmm, rfrifT 
(«) tftm 
(?) imv? 
(«r) «rpTf^ 
(*) srftnp 
(H) OTm^ 
(5) fnr 
(IT) »fT T^ 
24 4 
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(5() wjn «P^ 
( i ) ^ 
(5) mm^ 
« 4 . JTNW?! ^ ^ TlfT ^5%, «mTH MTft "Pt ftRTTT »nr€R fiHTm | ? 
(sr) aif^ n^ J^ 
{n) arftiT 
(H) mny^ 
(?) v ^ 
(u) ^ ^:^ 
•85. airT f^ Kpn o^-<rrc r^^ a I ? 
(ar) irjcT afferv 
(«) ar^'P 
(?r) ¥mn^ 
(T) ^ ^ 
(ar) ^ 
{^) miTFn 
:«7. am% qfrafK H ft^ f^t^ ^-^^^^Jir ^ ^ ? (^ s ^ m aft fpuft ff?f^ ^ W ^ 
(ai) ^ arftRT 
(?r) « r f ^ 
( « f ) WTTT 
(ir) i^^ T ^n 
•88. 3rrT% zTff frw-ftrg 5rTf5 % ?Ttn ^^JR ^TT^ ^ ? 
(sr) fnft 
(*) arf^ 
(?T) ¥ITTFg 
(') ^ 
(g ) ^JiT WTJT 
^ 9 . J T M fiFH-rsRJ «FT ^ i n «TPft fHTT | ? 
' (ar) F^ft WTT 
• ( « ) HPTrnr 
( ? ) «pn VT 
(ir) ^jn rt? frr 
245 
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90. m ^ i ^ «n^ vt^-Vh % phn «ft ^ ?r I ? 
(x) «ift 
(?) T^ 
(JT) fj5^ T»T 
91. «Tn f^-ft^ ?fm1 ^ wm ^xrfi «TT fs?* | ? 
(«r) T^w% ^m 
(w) »ff^ 
(«) «nn^ 
(n) ^ 
(T) ^-^TTT 
92. fiPH-f%« 5n% ^ H>T 3nq^ m^ r ^KMI^ «TT ^sn t ? 
(sr) m\ 
{<) ^ 
93. w^ 3rT% % rftnt % ^ m\ ^ afTT pRRT urnr ^ I ? 
(ar) ^ ar f^ 
(ir) 3rf^ 
(«) ^ 
( l ) ^ T^H 
94. f^^m/TnT/Tk % ^^ «f anT^ f^^ »n[c ,^^  ? 
(*) ar f^ 
(<) ^ 
(if) aifiT^ fPJT 
* (3() 3tclRT^V^ 
(') ^ ^ 
(H) fllHI'fl 
(?) Pn^ 
( T ) flW-fl f'T»'T 
96. fr^T % «T«i «n<nPT f%?i^ t E i ^ T^m I ? 
(«f) snrfqr 
(•) ifftiv 
(H) m^r^ 
(«) ^ 
(ir) »f!T Tt< 
^ • i U 
ANSWER SHEET 
MISRA 8c TRIPATHI 'S PROLONGED DEPRIVATION SCALE (P D 3 ) 
JfTT (Name) 
«lk/»ft5?^ (Village) 
fwT (Education) 
^ ^ r ^ ? ^ (Marital StatuiC 
f ^ ^ ^K (Falher'i name)* 
ftr%Tf (Education) 
arr^  (Age) 
•arrfh (Caite) •— 
oq^ Hiq (Occupation)' 
•ifr^ (^ge) 
• ST^ BHT (Occupation)' 
Areo-wise Scores on PDS 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
. 
Deprivation Area Noi. 
Housing condition 
Home environment 
Economic sufficiency 
Food 
Clothing 
Formal educational experiences 
Childhood experiences 
Rearing experiences 
Parental characteristics 
Intiractioii with parents 
Motivational experiences 
Emotional experiences 
Religious experiences 
Travel and recreation 
Socio-cultural experiences 
_. ,. - ..._-., « 
Items 
1 to 6 
7 to 14 
1 5 to 2 1 
22 to 25 
26 to 29 
30 to 36 
37 to 41 
42 to 48 
49 to 55 
56 to 61 
62 to 72 
73 to 80 
81 to 84 
85 (o 17 
88 to 96 
Total Scor:r= 
Factor A Store 
Fd.lor B 5; re 
Score 
Po'V.s' eJ by Ni'lof, il Tsji h.'.'ii ..il C^]^^.- .;i> r, 4,: • '. K . ' f. (;h.i. -gr:.-.^;! t4 (19:^ ) 
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llemt 
1 
2 
4 
5 
6 
7 
S 
r» 
II 
\y 
14 
15 
16 
17 
l& 
19^  
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
n 
a 
3T 
O B S E R V A T I O N S 
b c d e 
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Itemi 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
6* 
8T 
O B S E R V A T I O N S 
b c 
W ? . 
d 
5 
e 
^ 
2'\^ 
Items 
3J 
O B S E R V A T I O N S 
b c d t 
1 
65 
66 
67 
6S 
69 
70 
71 
72 
7 i 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
SO 
8L 
82 
83 
84 
85 
86 
87 
88 
8 9 
90 
91 
92 
93 
94 
95 
96 
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